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The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 requires us to perform six
reviews of various aspects of the Superfund program and related issues. This report was
mandated by section 118(d) of the act. As required by that section, this report discusses

the type and extent of skilled shortages in the Superfund program,

the extent to which skilled personnel of federal and state governments are leaving for
positions in the private sector,

pay differentials between the public and private sectors for skilled positions in the
Superfund program,

the success of Department of Defense and Office of Personnel Management programs in

retaining skilled personnel, and
the types of training required to improve employee skills in carrying out the Superfund

program.
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Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency; the Director, Office of Management and
Budget; and other interested parties. We will also make copies available to others on request.

This report was prepared under the direction of Hugh J. Wessinger, Senior Associate
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Executive Summary

esults in Brief

The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPa) Superfund program faces
the task of cleaning up perhaps thousands of hazardous waste sites. To
do so0, EPA will need the services of various skilled personnel. Concerned
that Epa faces a shortage of skilled staff, the Congress directed GAO to
study the types and extent of skilled personnel shortages in EPA's
Superfund program, employee turnover, pay differentials with the pri-
vate sector, and training.

The Superfund program enacted in 1980 provided ePA with $1.6 billion
to remove hazardous substances, clean up contaminated land or ground-
water, or initiate legal action to secure cleanup or cost recovery from
responsible parties. The 1986 amendments provided an additional $8.5
billion.

In fiscal year 1986, EpA used over 3,800 people, working the full-time
equivalent of 1,640 employees, on Superfund. Over one-half of them
were engineers, scientists, lawyers, and other technical specialists. In
conducting its study, Gao surveyed about 700 current and former
employees in these occupations and interviewed Superfund managers.
(Seech. 1)

According to Gao's survey, Superfund employees believed that the pro-
gram was understaffed by as much as 600 full-time employees in early
1987. These employees and the program managers GAO interviewed cited
chemists, hydrologists, attorneys, and toxicologists as the skills most in
demand. Staffing increases for fiscal year 1987, if fully used, should be
sufficient to alleviate these perceived shortages. Nevertheless, EPA will
need to use more objective techniques and productivity measures to bet-
ter support and analyze Superfund's future staffing and skill
requirements.

Superfund employee turnover, which had been below the turnover rate
for all federal employees in fiscal years 1984 and 1985, more than
doubled to surpass federal rates in fiscal year 1986. While advancement
opportunity was the most significant reason employees left, EPA is tak-
ing action to enhance promotion opportunities.

Superfund employvees. like federal employees in general, receive less pay

than do their private-sector counterparts, according to the government’s
pay survey. While EPA is considering various ways to improve
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Executive Summary

Superfund employee compensation, GAO has consistently opposed sepa-
rate pay systems for special groups of federal employees because they
create pay inequities within the government.

GAO and EPA surveys both showed that Superfund employees believed
that they need more training. £Pa has developed plans and drafted poli-
cies that should, if fully implemented, provide employees with the
needed training.

Principal Findings

Staffing and Skill
Shortages

GAO's survey showed that about 80 percent of Superfund employees
worked in units they believed were understaffed in early 1987. Employ-
ees perceived that the program was understaffed by 36 percent. or from
375 to 600 positions. Many emplovees also reported that they had prob-
lems obtaining the services of chemists, hydrologists, and toxicologists,
which delayed or hindered the quality of Superfund activities. For
example, at EPA’s San Francisco region, one official stated that shortages
resulted in slippage in site activities and less time for reviewing project
proposals.

While concurring that shortages no doubt existed in early 1987, EPa pro-
gram officials noted that staffing has since been increased considerably.
Compared with fiscal year 1986, the Congress authorized EPA to use an
additional 773 full-time positions in Superfund for fiscal year 1987. If
fully used, these positions should have been sufficient to alleviate per-
ceived shortages. However, because of the short time EpA had available
to fill thesc additional positions, Era expects that about 240 of them wrill
go unused during fiscal year 1987.

EPA's Superfund work force planning should use the most objective
means practical to determine staffing needs. Epa, however, relies on
managers’ judgments of the time required to carry out various activities
to estimate Superfund'’s staffing needs. Also, historical data on the time
employees spent on various Superfund activities are not routinely col-
lected to help support these estimates.

While £pA has the data to evaluate productivity, it lacks productivity

measures to gauge how efficiently it is using its Superfund staff. The
regional differences that GAo observed in the work force size and skill
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Executive Summary

mixes, and method of operation used to carry out Superfund activities,
make it important that EPA have a means of comparing performance.
(See ch. 2)

Employee Turnover

The rate at which Epa employees left Superfund was below the rate for
all federal employees in fiscal years 1984 and 1985. However, the
Superfund rate more than doubled between fiscal years 1985 and 1986,
from 2.9 percent to 7.2 percent, to surpass the federal rate.
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higher than the average for similar federal jobs. For example, the
Superfund hydrologist quit rate of 14 percent was over six times higher
than that for all federal hydrologists. Most EPA managers GAO inter-
viewed expected the private sector to lure even more employees away
from Superfund. GAO's survey showed that over one-third of Superfund
employees planned to look for other jobs in 1987.

Sixty-seven percent of the former employees GAO surveyed rated more
advancement opportunities as a major reason they left Superfund for
other jobs. Dissatisfaction with regional management, salaries, and use
of employees’ technical skills and disillusionment with clean-up progress
were other reasons employees left.

In October 1986 EPA revised its policy to make some Superfund employ-
ees, such as project managers, eligible for higher salary grades. EPA has
also designed separate career paths to enable chemists and general
physical scientists to obtain higher grades without having to move into
management positions. (See ch. 3.)

Pay Differentials and
mployee Retention

According to the government’s pay survey, federal civilian pay in gen-
eral needed to be increased by about 24 percent as of March 1986 to
achieve pay comparability with the private sector. Federal pay was
increased 3 percent in January 1987. Using private-sector pay data from
this survey, GAo found that the pay for federal attorneys, chemists, and
engineers—three key Superfund occupations—trailed private-sector
pay by $7.800 to $41,300, or 25 to 68 percent. The former Superfund
employees GAO surveyed who took private-sector jobs reported receiving
pay increases that averaged $7,200.

The Office of Personnel Management can approve agency requests for
special pay rates when it finds that private-sector pay substantially
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Executive Summary

exceeds federal pay and significantly handicaps employee recruitment
or retention. All federal engineers, including those in Superfund, receive
special rates.

EPA is now considering recommendations from an internal study to
improve Superfund compensation through bonuses and added fringe
benefits. As a general rule, GAO has opposed separate pay systems for
specific employee groups, suggesting instead that changes be directed at
resolving perceived inequities in the federal pay system. GAO's approach
minimizes pay inequities within the government and precludes provid-
ing one agency with a competitive advantage over others in recruiting
the sume employees. (See ch. 4.)

Superjfund Training

According to GAO's survey, about 60 percent of current Superfund
employees believe that they need more training to carry out Superfund
activities. Nearly a quarter believed that they needed more training in
each of the following areas: clean-up design and action, cost recovery.
and legal case development. An EPA survey completed in January 1987
found a similar need for training. EPA has developed a 2-year plan and
drafted policies that should, if fully implemented, provide employees
with needed training. (See ch. 5.)

Recommendations

GAO recommends that £Pa (1) examine the costs and benefits of using
more objective techniques to determine Superfund staffing require-
ments, (2) use productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness of
Superfund’s work force size and skill mix, and (3) implement its plans
and proposed policies for improving Superfund training. (See chs. 2 and
5.)

_’
Agex?cy Comments
|

Regarding planned improvements in Superfund training, £pA stated that
they were scheduled for full implementation in fiscal year 1988. kpa,
however, disagreced with Gao’s other two recommendations on the
grounds that forecasting techniques must be project-specific and that
productivity measures were impractical, considering the uniqueness of
cach Superfund clean-up site. (See app. IV.) GAO continues to believe
that EPA can improve its techniques for determining staffing levels and
that the uniqueness of clean-up sites presents a challenge but not a bar-
rier to using productivity measures. (See chs. 2 and 5.)
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Chapter 1

The Superfund Program

Thousands of waste disposal sites have been contaminated with hazard-
ous substances that threaten the health and welfare of the nation and its
environment. In enacting the Superfund program in 1980, the Congress
gave the Environmental Protection Agency (ErA) a broad mandate to
clean up hazardous sites and to respond to emergency releases of haz-
ardous substances. But in recent years, the public, the Congress, we, and
others have expressed concern over EPA’s progress in cleaning up sites.
While the Congress has taken actions to expand EPA’s clean-up authority
and its resources, this has raised new concerns over whether EPA has
enough staff with the skills needed to carry out an expanded program.
This report discusses EPA's staffing and skill needs for the Superfund
program, including employee turnover and training needs.

EPA’s Superfund program was authorized by the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980. This act
provided EPA with a $1.6 billion fund, which was to be accumulated
from taxes on petroleum and certain chemicals and from federal appro-
priations, to carry out clean-up activities. While the program’s initial
funding authority expired at the end of fiscal year 1985, the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), which became
effective October 17, 1986, extended the program another 5 years.
through October 1991, and provided EpA with an additional $8.5 billion
in funds to carry out the Superfund program.

SARA charges EPA with sweeping new responsibilities, some of which are
identified below. It requires EPA to move toward alternative technologies
and permanent solutions to site contamination and sets mandatory
schedules. The involvement of state and local governments in site
cleanup is increased, as well as public participation in the remedial pro-
cess. It broadens EPA's authority for cleaning up hazardous substances,
establishes enforcement procedures for negotiating settlements with
responsible parties, and provides for a larger EpA role in clean-up actions
at federal facilities. In addition, EPA must provide additional resources to
support contracting, information, and personnel needs.

With the monies made available by the Superfund program, EPA can act
to remove hazardous substances. These removal actions are generally
short-term, immediate responses taken to address the uncontrolled
release of hazardous substances into the air, land, or water. Beyond the
immediate removal of hazardous substances, EPA also can initiate long-
term and more permanent remedies (remedial actions) to clean up any
contaminated land or groundwater.
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The Superfund Program

Program
Administration and
Staffing

Instead of using Superfund monies to clean up sites, EPA can also use its
enforcement authorities to (1) issue an administrative order or pursue
judicial action to require responsible parties to clean up priority sites or
(2) negotiate a settiement under which responsible parties agree, possi-
bly with court approval, to undertake all or part of the site clean-up
activities, with Superfund monies covering the remaining clean-up costs.
Where EPA deems it appropriate to use Superfund monies to clean up
sites, EPA can also use its enforcement authority to seek judicial relief to
recover from responsible parties any Superfund monies used to clean up
sites.

EPA’s implementing policies and procedures are contained in the National
Contingency Plan. The plan, which is subject to revision on the basis of
SARA, delineates (1) federal and state response authority for abandoned
or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites and (2) methods and criteria for
when, and to what extent, a removal or remedial response should be
undertaken. In addition, the plan limits long-term, permanent clean-up
actions to sites included on the National Priorities List. This list
designates the nation’s worst known sites contaminated with hazardous
substances. The list has grown from 115 sites in 1981 to 951 sites' as of
January 1987.

The Superfund program is primarily administered by Epra’s Office of
Solid Waste and Emergency Response (0sWER), Office of Enforcement
and Compliance Monitoring (OEcM), and EPA’s 10 regional offices. OSWER
is responsible for providing agencywide policy. guidance, and direction
for £pA’s solid waste and emergency response programs. Within OSWER
the Office of Emergency and Remedial Response is responsible for man-
aging Superfund’'s removal and remedial activities; the Office of Waste
Programs Enforcement is responsible for compliance and enforcement
under Superfund, which is carried out in conjunction with OECM's legal
enforcement activities.

OSWER'S specific responsibilities include developing program policies and
guidance for emergency responses and for removal, remedial, and
enforcement actions; developing hazardous waste standards and regula-
tions; managing removal and remedial contracts;? managing and main-
taining the National Priorities List; ensuring compliance with applicable

Includes 248 sites proposed for inclusion on the hist

“Much of EPA's Superfund work 1s carried out by private contractors.
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The Superfund Program

laws and regulations; developing budget submissions, annual work
plans, and work load models; and developing and providing training in
support of removal, remedial, and enforcement activities.

OECM provides direction and review of civil and criminal enforcement
activities under Superfund and refers cases to the Department of Jus-
tice. It provides direction and guidance to 0OSWER and the regions on case
development, administrative actions, and compliance. To support its
activities, the office develops budget submissions, conducts management
and work load analyses, and develops and implements training pro-
grams for regional attorneys and support personnel.

Besides 0OSWER and OECM, the Office of Administration and Resources
Management is responsible for providing administrative and financial
management support and the Office of Research and Development con-
ducts and applies research to the cleanup of Superfund sites.

At the local level, primary responsibility for carrying out Superfund's
removal, remedial, and enforcement actions rests with EPA’s 10 regional
offices. In carrying out these actions, the regional offices

review and investigate reports of hazardous substance releases, provide
on-scene monitoring of the cleanup of major releases, and—when neces-
sary—arrange for and supervise the removal of such substances;
arrange for preliminary assessments and site inspection of hazardous
waste sites and propose new sites for the National Priorities List;
initiate and oversee remedial investigations/feasibility studies, remedial
designs, and remedial actions;

identify responsible parties and secure their action in site cleanups
through negotiation, administrative orders, and consent decrees
obtained from the courts;

oversee responsible party actions to ensure compliance with administra-
tive and judicial orders;

provide technical documentation and support for cost recovery and, for
smaller cases, secure cost recovery through administrative procedures;
and

provide community assistance grants to community organizations for
reviewing potential site remedies.

Staffing levels for the Superfund program, generally referred to in terms

of full-time equivalents (FTEs), have grown considerably since program
inception. (An FTE is a personnel position representing the equivalent of
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‘ one full-time person for 1 year.) Figure 1.1 shows the growth in FTEs
i from 1981 through 1988.

Figure 1.1: Growth in FTEs in the
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Note1: For fiscal year 1986, the Congress authorized 1,816 FTEs but EPA used only 1,643.

Note 2. For fiscal year 1987, EPA set aside 68 of the 2,416 FTEs authorized for Superfund to
implement Title Il of SARA, which is a free-standing title (not a part of Superfund) known as the
Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1986.

' Note 3: Fiscal year 1988 data reflect the Superfund FTEs requested in EPA's budget.

i About 63 percent (1.483) of the 2,348 planned Superfund FTEs for fiscal

| year 1987 were programmed for 0OSWER, which distributes its FTEs

\ between headquarters and regional offices, as do the other programming
units. EPA’s regional offices will use about 1,550 (66 percent) of the

i 2,348 r¥TEs on the basis of the FTEs allocated to them by 0SWER and other

! Superfund program units.

In fiscal year 1986, more than 3,800 £pa employees from over 120 occu-

pations worked on the Superfund program. Time charged by employees
‘ to the program equaled about 1,640 FTEs. Table 1.1 shows the number of
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EPA employees and FTEs who were employed by the Superfund program
for fiscal year 1986 for various occupational areas.

Table 1.1: Occupational Distribution of
Superfund Employees and FTEs, Fiscal
Year 1986

Number of Percenta

Occupational area Employees FTEs of total FTEs
Technical
Physical sciences o 740 384 23
Eﬁgﬁl_éeriTg and architecture 574 335 21
Enwvironmental protection 318 187 1
General Eﬁaney and paralegal 310 128 8
Contract and procure_rﬁent 84 36 2
Bféﬁ)&éﬁ:iences 80 25 2
Public affars 50 21 I
Total 2,156 1,116 68
Other

Secretary and clerk typist 492 193 12
Am-n.n‘gj_éﬁi budgeting 357 87 5
Miscellaneous 830 247 15
Total 3,835 1,643 100

Besides its own staff, EPA works with states and other federal agencies
to clean up hazardous waste sites. The 1980 act requires that states par-
ticipate in any remedial clean-up actions within their boundaries, either
cooperating with EPA on federal-led projects or taking the lead on the
projects themselves, and sharing in the clean-up costs. EPA also works
with other federal agencies to clean up contaminated sites at govern-
ment-owned facilities. However, EPA may not use Superfund monies for
long-term or permanent corrective actions at federal facilities, which
must instead be funded by agency appropriations.

For the most part, however, EPA uses private contractors to carry out
site clean-up activities, perform site assessments and inspections, and
provide technical and enforcement support, investigation work, and on-
scene monitoring of response activities.

SARA requires us to perform six reviews of various aspects of the
Superfund program and related issues. This report was mandated by
section 118(d) of the act. This section requires us to study the problem
of shortages of skilled personnel in EPA to carry out response actions
under Superfund. Specifically, we were required to study
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the types of skilled personnel needed for response actions for which
there are shortages in EpPA, and the extent of such shortages;

the pay differential between the public and private sectors for the
skilled positions involved in response actions;

the extent to which skilled personnel of federal and state governments
involved in response actions are leaving their positions for employment
in the private sector;

the success of Department of Defense (DOD) and Office of Personnel
Management (0rM) programs in retaining skilled personnel; and

the types of training required to improve skills of employees carrying
out response actions.

Staffing and Skill
Shortz?ges

We conducted a mail survey to obtain the perceptions of current
Superfund employees on staffing, skill needs, and work load. We used
computer data we requested from EPA’s Superfund financial manage-
ment system and its personnel data system to identify current employ-
ees in the technical occupations shown in table 1.1 who worked
regularly (an average of 20 percent of their time or more) in the
Superfund program as of September 30, 1986. Of the 1,374 current tech-
nical employees identified in this way, we took a 50-percent statistical
sample and sent questionnaires to 687 employees at all levels—manage-
ment and staff.

Of the 687 employees sent a questionnaire, we received replies from
H77. but only considered 526 of these responses (a 77-percent response
rate) valid, for a variety of reasons. For example, some respondents had
since left the Superfund program. The questionnaire we used and a sum-
mary of employee responses are contained in appendix L.

Sampling errors for our current employee questionnaire were computed
at the 956-percent confidence level. For categorical-level questions asked
of the entire sample,’ sampling errors are no more than 3 percent. For
categorical questions answered by at least 175 respondents, sampling
errors are no more than 6 percent. Where fewer than 175 respondents
answered a question, such as the questions we included on employee
training needs, sampling errors ranged between 5 percent and 7.5
percent.

“Categorical-level questions are those for which the respondent selects a category from a list offered
and checks the box for that response.
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In addition to sending the questionnaires, we interviewed 55 program
managers at EPA headquarters and at 6 of EPA’s 10 regional offices to
obtain their views on staffing and skill shortages. We also reviewed
EPA's budget and work force planning and management systems and
interviewed EPA program and budget officials concerning the operation
of these systems in determining staffing and skill needs for Superfund.
Our work in this area was generally limited to OSWER because that office
has primary responsibility for the technical implementation of the
Superfund program and accounts for about 60 percent of the staff
resources programmed for Superfund. We also monitored and reviewed
the results of EPA’s Superfund work force planning project, which was
completed in January 1987.

Pay Differential Between
Public and Private Sector

We reviewed and analyzed the 1986 Annual Report of the President’s
Pay Agent on “Comparability of the Federal Statutory Pay Systems
With Private Enterprise Pay Rates’ and the Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics’ March 1986 **National Survey of Profes-
sional, Administrative, Technical, and Clerical Pay,” on which the pay
agent’s study is based. In addition, we reviewed prior reports and testi-
mony, including our own, on federal pay issues.

We also surveyed, by mail questionnaire, former Superfund employees
to determine the increases in pay, if any, they received upon leaving the
Superfund program. Using the computer data we requested from EPA, we
identified 375 former employees who had resigned or transferred to
another government agency from the Superfund program during fiscal
vears 1985 and 1986. From this group, we identified 156 former employ-
ees who were in the same technical occupations as the current employ-
ees we surveyed (see table 1.1) and who had worked 20 percent or more
of their time on Superfund. In addition, we sent questionnaires to 63
current EPA employees who had worked on Superfund during fiscal year
1985 but not during fiscal year 1986. We also sent our former-employee
questionnaire to 30 people from our list of current employees who indi-
cated that they no longer worked in the Superfund program.*

In all, we sent questionnaires to 249 former employees and received
valid responses from 164 of them—about a 66-percent response rate. Of

*There may be close to 30 other employees on our current-employee list who were not selected in our
Hu-percent sample, who are also former Superfund employvees but who were not included in this
study
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the 164 responses, however, only 117 indicated that they left specifi-
cally to take another job. the remainder having left for other reasons.
such as to return to school; the data presented in this report is therefore
generally limited to these 117 respondents. The questionnaire we used
and a summary of responses for these 117 former Superfund employees
are contained in appendix II.

‘mployee Turnover

We used the computer data we obtained from EPA to compute turnover
rates for Superfund employees who quit or transferred to other govern-
ment agencies. For comparative purposes, we also obtained turnover
data on federal employees from opMm. We used our former-employee
gquestionnaire to ascertain employee reasons for leaving the Superfund
program and to determine the extent to which these former emplovees
would have stayed in the program if these factors had changed to their
satisfaction.

We interviewed H5 program managers at Epa headquarters and the 6
regions to determine the extent that they perceived employee turnover
to be a problem, the effects of this turnover on the program, and the
likelihood of future employee turnover. To obtain additional data on the
likelihoad of future employee turnover, we used our current-employee
questionnaire to ascertain the extent to which current employees were
satisfied with various job-related factors, whether they had looked for
or planned to look for jobs outside the Superfund program, and their
reasons for looking elsewhere.

In addition, we obtained data from 12 states on employee turnover in
state Superfund programs. We also interviewed officials from these
states to determine the extent to which employee turnover had been a
problem in the administration of state Superfund programs. The results
of this are included in appendix IIL.

DOd and OPM Emp_loyee
Rete‘\nti(m Programs

To obtain data on the success of these programs, we reviewed our prior
reports on OPM's special pay rates and poD's reenlistment bonuses. In
addition, we reviewed OrM reports on a Department of the Navy person-
nel management demonstration project at research laboratories in China
Lake and San Diego, California.

Training Needs

We used our questionnaire to current Superfund employees to identify
their self-assessed training needs for carrying out response actions and
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to assess their satisfaction with the training received. In addition, we
reviewed EPA records and documents and interviewed program and
training officials at headquarters and in selected regions regarding
Superfund training needs and activities and ongoing and proposed
changes to OSWER’s training program.

Scope and Standards of
Our Review

We limited our study to employees in the technical occupations identi-
fied in table 1.1 because they would be most directly involved in carry-
ing out response actions under Superfund. Moreover, we relied to a large
extent on employee perceptions of staffing, skill, and training needs
because of the limited time in which we had to perform our study. Our
test of the accuracy of the computer data provided by EpA was limited to
eliminating duplicative records and correcting the data for obvious
inconsistencies.

Our review was conducted at EPA headquarters in Washington, D.C., and
EPA regional offices in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, New York, Philadelphia,
and San Francisco. We also reviewed the experiences of the states of
California, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minne-
sota, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. These
EpA regions and states account for over 60 percent of the hazardous
waste sites on the National Priorities List, and were selected on this
basis.

Our review was conducted from September 1986 to March 1987. Our
questionnaires were mailed in January 1987, only responses received by
March 17, 1987, were considered in preparing this report. Our review
included a limited check of EPA’s internal controls as they relate to staff-
ing requirements and employee training. Our review was performed in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
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Better Work Force Planning Is Needed to
Support Superfund’s Staffing and Skill Needs

The Superfund program was understaffed by 36 percent in early 1987,
according to our survey of Superfund’s technical employees. This
equates to a need for 375 to 600 additional employees (FTEs). Employees
had the most need for the services of hydrologists, toxicologists, and
chemists, and most employees had problems obtaining these services.
Also at the six EPA regional offices in our review, program managers
generally reported staffing shortages and a need for more project mana-
gers, on-scene coordinators, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, and toxicolo-
gists. Employees and program managers reported that these staffing
and skill shortages delayed and impaired the quality of Superfund
activities.

Compared with fiscal year 1986, EPA has an additional 773 FTEs to use in
the program for fiscal year 1987. If fully used, these additional FTEs
should be sufficient to alleviate the shortages reported by employees

‘ and program managers. However, EPA expects that it will not be able to

i use about 240 of the 773 additional FTEs during fiscal year 1987 because

‘ of the short time it had available to fill all these positions. Notwith-
standing this, EPA needs to improve work force planning to better sup-

‘ port that Superfund’s staffing requirements and work force skill mix are
appropriate to carry out planned activities.

| Effective work force planning should provide for using the most objec-

] tive means practical for determining staffing and skill needs and for

\ ensuring the efficient use of those resources. However, EPA currently

| relies on technical (judgmental) estimates of the staff time required to
carry out various activities (tasks) in establishing its Superfund staffing
requirements.

i While the use of technical (judgmental) estimates is an acceptable prac-
tice when more objective techniques are not practical, the staff time
employees actually require to perform a specific activity could vary

‘ from these estimates, thereby resulting in over- or underestimates in

| staffing needs. EPA would be in a better position to estimate its staffing
requirements if it used historical data, such as employee time records, to

* help validate the reasonableness of its staffing estimates, Similarly,

‘ incorporating another unused technique—productivity measures—

would help EPA gauge the appropriateness of Superfund’s work force

size and skill mix.

\ EPA also does not have specific criteria to translate Superfund’s staffing

allocations into skill needs. These decisions are left up to the program
divisions and EPA’s regional offices and, not surprisingly, differences
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exist among EPA’s regions in the skill mixes used to carry out Superfund.
EPA has recently completed a Superfund work force planning project
that identifies current and future critical occupations and the knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities needed to administer the program. This project
also identified the skill occupations that need to be recruited for by each
EPA regional office. The project’s results should help Epa staff Superfund
with appropriately skilled people.

Perceptions of Staffing
and Skill Shortages in
the Superfund
ﬁrogra.m

According to our questionnaire survey of current technical employees
who spent at least 20 percent of their time on the Superfund program
and our interviews of program managers, shortages exist in the numbers
of staff and the staff skills EPA needs to implement the Superfund pro-
gram. These shortages reportedly increase the work load of the existing
staff and impair the timeliness and quality of Superfund activities.

ployee Perceptions of
Shortages

According to our survey, 82 percent of Superfund’s current technical
employees believe that they work in units that “*probably’ or **defi-
nitely” needed additional employees. In contrast, only 7 percent of
Superfund’s current employees believe they work in units that probably
or definitely do not need additional staff. The remaining 11 percent
were uncertain or had no basis to judge their unit's need for additional
staff.

Our survey also showed that Superfund’s current technical employees
worked in units that had an average of 13.4 employees (FTEs) but report-
edly needed an average of 4.9 additional employees, or an increase of
about 36 percent,' during the January-March 1987 time period in which
survey responses were obtained. Using these data, we projected that 375
to 600 additional employees (FTEs) were needed in the Superfund pro-
gram in early 1987 to meet the additional staffing needs identified by
Superfund’s current technical employees.2 The basis for our projection
follows.

This 36-percent average increase has a sampling error at the 95-percent confidence level of less than
3 percent, which means that needed staffing increases could be as little as 33 percent or as much as
39 percent. In computing the average, we assigned a value of zero to those respondents who reported
“uncertain, probably no. or definitely no" to the question on whether additional employees are
needed.

2 At the 95-percent confidence level used for our projection, the lower projection of 375 could range
between 348 and 402 and the upper projection of 600 could range between 558 and 642.
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The projection of 376 reflects the fact that the technical/scientific
employees from which we drew our sample represent a 1,374-employee
universe that accounts for about 63 percent of the 1,643 FTEs used in the
Superfund program in fiscal year 1986 (1,643 x .63 x .36). However,
respondents were not asked to limit the additional staffing needs of
their units to just the technical/scientific staff. Therefore, the 36-per-
cent increase could represent the unit's need for all types of staff, which
means that, overall, as many as 600 additional employees could have
been needed (1,643 x .36) in the Superfund program.

In addition to staffing shortages, our survey results showed that 60 per-
cent of current employees judge their work load to be too heavy or
somewhat heavy, in contrast to 8 percent who consider their work load
somewhat or much too light. About 44 percent of current employees also
believed that they did not have sufficient time to complete their work.
However, a similar percentage believed that sufficient time was
available.

Our survey also showed that 64 percent of current employees had major
or minor problems (36 percent reported major problems) obtaining the
services of one or more technical experts. Figure 2.1 shows current
employee needs for various technical experts, and the extent to which
employees had a problem obtaining the services of such experts within
Superfund, from other EPA programs, or from outside sources such as
contractors.

According to our survey results, about half of the current employees
had to delay their work at least once for a week or more since January
1, 1986, because needed specialists were not available. About one-quar-
ter had delayed their work at least five times for a week or more. In
addition, 39 percent of current employees had a problem since January
1986 in assuring the quality of the Superfund tasks on which they
worked because of the lack of skilled personnel.

Views of Superfund
Program Managers

|

Staffing shortages existed to some degree at each of the six regions in
our review, according to program managers. Managers in Boston, Phila-
delphia, New York, and San Francisco expressed the greatest need for
more staff. Shortages in Philadelphia and New York were attributable,
in part, to vacancies in authorized positions. At the Chicago Regional
Office, program managers were split on whether more staff was needed;
in Atlanta, only two of the six program managers interviewed indicated
a need for more staff.
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Figure 2.1: Employee Experience in

Obtaining Technical
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Note: Responses do not total 100 percent because some employees indicated that they did not
require that type of skilied service.

| The program managers we interviewed at EPA headquarters generally
believed staffing would be sufficient provided staffing increases they
were promised by management for fiscal year 1987 materialized.

Skill Needs Program managers having a need for more staff indicated that they
needed more project managers to handie clean-up and enforcement
activities at hazardous waste sites and more on-scene coordinators to
handle emergency spills and to remove wastes from hazardous waste
sites. In terms of the skills needed to either fill or support the activities
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of these positions, program managers reported a need for more attor-
neys, chemists, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, toxicologists, and admin-
istrative/clerical support. To a lesser extent, program managers
indicated they also needed environmental scientists and engineers, civil
and chemical engineers, geologists, contract administrators, and civil
investigators.

In addition to these needs, program managers also reported they needed
more supervisors. At the Chicago and San Francisco Regional Offices, 9
of the 19 program managers felt that there were not enough supervisors
to direct and oversee EPA staff. In each of these regions, supervisors
were responsible for 8-10 staff. While there is no specific criterion for
the optimal number of staff for which supervisors should be responsi-
ble, supervisors at the Atlanta office were responsible for 7-8 staff; offi-
cials there considered this number appropriate.

Of the remaining three regions, only Philadelphia indicated a need for
more supervisors. Program officials there saw the span of control in the
removal and remedial areas as currently too broad for effective manage-
ment. As an example, they cited the emergency response section chief,
who has 21 people under his direct supervision.

|
Effedts of Perceived
Shortages

|
!
!
|
|

According to program managers, staffing and skill shortages result in
delays in carrying out response actions, limited oversight of contractors
and state activities, and dependence on contractors for assistance. Some
examples follow:

In San Francisco, project manager shortages caused site activity sched-
ules to slip. These shortages forced existing staff to work overtime and
provided less time to review project proposals. As a result, some reviews
are not extensive, while others are completed late.

In Chicago, attorney shortages created delays in completing legal work
and resulted in less than the desired amount of time spent on enforce-
ment case development.

In New York, project managers lacked an understanding of contractor
work and site conditions because of a shortage of hydrogeologists and
toxicologists.

In Philadelphia, record-keeping is poor and there is no assurance that
contract terms are being met because of inadequate staff support in con-
tract administration.
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EPA concurs that staffing shortages, such as those perceived by current
employees and program managers, existed in early 1987. However, EPa
believes that the additional 773 FTEs it has available for fiscal year 1987
will be sufficient to alleviate any shortages.

On paper it would appear that this increase would be more than suffi-
cient to alleviate the 375 to 600 additional employees that were needed
on the basis of current employee perceptions of shortages. However, EPA
was planning to use some of these additional FTEs to increase its volume
of work products or to handle additional work requirements imposed by
SARA. In addition, EPA expects that about 240 of these additional FTEs will
go unused during fiscal year 1987.

OSWER officials, including the Deputy Assistant Administrator, were not
surprised that employees and program managers perceived a Superfund
staffing shortage in early 1987. During the period the program was
awaiting reauthorization,” they explained that the volume of work con-
tinued to grow without any commensurate increase in staffing. Under
these circumstances, OSWER officials concurred that a staffing shortage
no doubt existed in early 1987.

In commenting on a draft of this report, the Acting Assistant Adminis-
trator, Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation (oPPE), stated that the
Administrator, while awaiting reauthorization, had implemented a con-
tingency plan on August 14, 1985, to conserve dwindling Superfund
resources and retain and protect the program'’s staff. (See app. IV.) As a
part of this plan, a hiring freeze was put into effect for 8 months from
August 1985 through April 1986. According to the Acting Assistant
Administrator, EPA was moving away from the constraints of this plan at
the time of our employee survey in early 1987 in order to regain pro-
gram momentum. He stated that at that time, the regions were indeed
understaffed, having lapsed 173 FTEs in fiscal year 1986, because of the
overall uncertainty concerning reauthorization.

While EPA recognizes that a staffing shortage no doubt existed in early
1987, 0SWER officials pointed out that Superfund staffing levels have
since been increased considerably. EPA’s appropriation for fiscal year
1987—which was enacted on October 30, 1986, subsequent to SARA—
provided 2,416 FTEs for the Superfund program, 773 more than the
1,643 FTEs that were used in the Superfund program in fiscal year 1986.

3Superfund's taxing authority lapsed on September 30, 1985, and it was not reauthorized until Octo-
ber 17, 1986.
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This included an additional authorization of 600 FTEs, compared with
the 1,816 FTEs that had been authorized for the program for fiscal year
1986.¢+ However, due to the normal budgeting and position allocation
processes, these new resources were unavailable to EPA and its regional
offices until February 1987, which was subsequent to the results of
most of our surveys and interviews on staffing shortages.

Concerning the intended use of the additional 773 FTEs provided for fis-
cal year 1987 (see table 2.1), we found that EPA was planning to use
some of them to increase its work products or to meet the additional
work requirements imposed by SARA. For example, of the 119 additional
FTEs OSWER was planning to use in hazardous spills and response, 76 FTEs
were to be used by EPA's regional offices. With these additional FTEs, the
regions were expected to use

37 FTEs to increase remedial activities, including the volume of site
inspections, remedial investigations and feasibility studies, remedial
designs, and remedial actions;

15 FTEs to increase removal activities, especially the number of removal
actions;

14 FTEs to increase staffing for response support; and

b FTEs to implement the new assistance grants SARA authorized.

Concerning its ability to use the additional FTEs authorized for fiscal
year 1987, EPA was projecting as of March 31, 1987, that it might not be
able to use possibly as many as 473 of these additional 773 during the
fiscal year. According to OPPE's Acting Assistant Administrator, these
new resources were unavailable to EPA or its regions until February
1987, or almost halfway through the fiscal year. In anticipation of the
large work load and hiring increase facing EPA, he stated, EPA established
a Superfund recruitment task force to develop a strategy for hiring per-
sonnel to use these additional FTEs as well as those requested in its fiscal
year 1988 budget. While this effort resulted in many new employees
being hired, the full impact was not recognized in EpA’s March 31, 1987,
projection.

As of July 31, 1987, EPA was projecting that it would use 5356 of the
additional 773 FTEs during fiscal year 1987, lapsing possibly as many as
238 rTEs. However, according to OPPE's Acting Assistant Administrator,

4EPA had not requested an increase in FTEs when it submitted its fiscal year 1987 budget to the
Congress in early 1886 since funding authority for the program had already lapsed and the program
had not yet been reauthorized.
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EPA now expects to have 2,500 Superfund employees on board by the
end of fiscal year 1987 as a result of EPA’s recruitment efforts. More-
over, he stated that if the current pace of hiring continues, EPA will be
very close to full utilization of its fiscal year 1988 request for FTEs.

EPA's fiscal year 1988 Superfund budget request is for 2,716 FTEs, or 300
more than what the Congress authorized for the program for fiscal year
1987. While EPA is optimistic it will be able to fully utilize these FTEs, we
believe EPA is in a somewhat tenuous position with its present Superfund
work force planning process to support that staffing and skill needs for
the program are appropriate to carry out planned activities.

(e R T
Adequacy of EPA’s
Superfund Work Force

Planning Process

Work force planning provides a disciplined approach for determining
the quantity and type of skills needed to accomplish an organization’s
mission and for identifying the volume and type of personnel manage-
ment actions needed to obtain, develop, and maintain a quality work
force. Among other things, it consists of identifying and clarifying

tasks to be performed and work units to be produced,

projections of organizational work load for the program or budget
period,

work and staffing standards to project aggregate work force require-
ments, and

work and productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness of work
force size and mix.

In the Superfund program, EPA relies largely on judgmental estimates
obtained from its program managers to determine staffing requirements.
Historical data—employee time records——are not collected in sufficient
detail to help validate these estimates nor were productivity measures
being used to help ensure the efficient use of Superfund staff resources,
including regional differences we observed in skill mixes and methods of
operation. Furthermore, EPA has not provided its program offices and
regions with specific criteria to translate Superfund’s staffing alloca-
tions into staffing positions, such as the number of project managers or
types of skills that are needed.

Use of Estimates to
Determine Staffing Needs

Superfund staffing requirements (FTEs) are determined annually by each
participating programming organization as part of the annual budget
process. Table 2.1 shows program organization staffing requirements
with respect to authorized and budgeted staff resources for fiscal years
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1986 through 1988, together with the program area in which staffing
increases are to be used.

Table 2.1: Supertund Statfing
Requirements, Fiscal Years 1986-88

Fiscal year staffing requirements (FTEs)
Actual Authorized Increase Budgeted Increase

Program area 1986 1987 for 1987 for 1988 for 1988
OSWER
Spill and Response 780 899 119 1,042 143
Technical Enforcement 404 583 179 653 70
OECM
Legal Enforcement 160 234 74 280 46
Technical Support 33 39 6 45 6
Office of Administration and
Resources Management 150 364 214 384 20
Office of Research and
Development 58 86 28 86 0
Other® 58 143 85 143 0
Supertund Total 1,643 2,348 705 2,633 285
Title WP 0 68 68 83 15
Total 1,643 2,416 773 2,716 300

#ncludes the Offices of the Inspector General: General Counsel: Water; Air and Radiation. and Policy.
Planning, and Evaluation.

bAithough authorized by SARA, the emergency planning and community right-to-know provisions con-
tained In title il are not a part of the Superfund program However, until separate resources can be
appropriated, EPA plans to use some of its Superfund FTEs for title Ill.

Within 0SWER, which accounts for about 60 percent of the staff
resources programmed for Superfund, projections are first made of the
various work outputs to be produced—such as the number of remov-
als—on the basis of data contained in EPA information and tracking sys-
tems. These work outputs are then multiplied by a staffing standard,s
which reflects the amount of staff time needed to do a specific unit of
work, to determine the total FTE requirements for that work.

Although 0SWER has staffing standards for major Superfund response
activities, it uses technical (judgmental) estimates—essentially the opin-
ions of its program managers—to establish and revise these standards.
Judgmental estimates are also used to determine staffing needs with
respect to Superfund work not currently covered by staffing standards.
The use of technical estimates is an acceptable technique for determin-
ing staffing standards if more objective techniques are impractical to

BEPA refers to its staf! fing standards as pricing factors.
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use.® The advantages of this technique are that it is relatively inexpen-
sive in relationship to the time it takes and may be the only technique
available for certain types of jobs, such as technical projects. However,
the primary disadvantage of this technique is that the time required to
do a job is a judgmental estimate only, and may vary widely from the
actual time that workers require.

EPA has now had several years’ experience in running Superfund, and it
has historical data on the time employees spend in the program as a
whole and in broad program areas such as hazardous spills and response
activities. However, EPA does not collect data on the time employees
spend on individual work activities for which staffing standards have
been developed. For example, historical data are not available on the
time employees actually spent on preliminary assessments, site inspec-
tions, remedial investigation and feasibility studies, remedial designs, or
remedial actions. However, if such data were available, EPA would be in
a better position to use these data to help validate the reasonableness of
the staffing standards it uses to determine staffing requirements for
these and other activities.

OSWER recognizes the importance of having historical data available for
use in validating its staffing standards. For example, OSWER contracted
with Booz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc., Washington, D.C., for a study,
which was completed in April 1986, to reconstruct the staff time spent
on selected enforcement activities, including Superfund. However, this
study was able to provide estimates only of the staff time employees
spent on these activities because (1) individuals knowledgeable about
many of the cases studied had left the agency and (2) only a limited
number of cases were available for study in the four regions selected.
Nevertheless, 0SWER used the results of this study to revise staffing
standards for Superfund enforcement activities.

OSWER officials told us that EpA was developing a new integrated finan-
cial management system and that program offices would be given an
opportunity to comment on this system over the next 2 years. As a part
of this, these officials indicated that it would be appropriate to consider
improving EPA’s tracking of staff time to provide historical data for use
in validating Superfund staffing standards.

In addition, according to the chief of the Superfund budget branch, the
program’s current resources are sufficiently large so that now would be

SHandbook for Government Work Force Requirements (GAO/FPCD-80-36, Jan. 28, 1980).
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an appropriate time to consider the cost and benefits of collecting more
specific data on the actual use of employee time for use in estimating
Superfund staffing requirements.

Productivity Measures Not
Used

|
Reasohs for Not Using
Produr:tivity Measures

Productivity is the measure of the efficiency with which resources are
used to produce government services or products at specific levels of
quality and timeliness. As such, productivity measures provide manage-
ment with a useful tool to evaluate program operations. In the area of
work force planning, they provide a useful gauge to evaluate the appro-
priateness of the work force size and skill mix in relationship to work
load.

EPA, however, does not use productivity measures to help ensure that its
Superfund staff resources are used efficiently. Such measures would be
useful considering that regional offices differ in their work force size,
skill mix, and methods of operation in carrying out the program. Addi-
tionally, EPA has the data necessary to measure and evaluate
productivity.

According to 0SWER's Director of Resource Management, productivity
measures were not being used because 0SWER’s attention has been
devoted primarily to getting the work done with costs being somewhat
incidental. However, recent emphasis by the administration on produc-
tivity improvements may spur EPA to make increasing use of productiv-
ity measures in the Superfund program,

In February 1986 the President, through Executive Order 12552, estab-
lished a comprehensive program for improving productivity in execu-
tive departments and agencies and set a goal of 20 percent productivity
improvement in selected government functions by 1992. The Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) issued implementing instructions (Bulle-
tin 86-8).

As a part of this effort, EPA has a number of initiatives underway to
improve productivity, but none involving the Superfund program.
According to an EPA budget official, OMB expects agencies to have pro-
ductivity initiatives underway by 1992 that cover 50 percent of an
agency’s FTEs. Because Superfund is a major EPA program, this official
expected that it would have at least one productivity initiative under-
way during fiscal year 1988. He further stated his view that the use of
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Data Exist With Which to
Measure Productivity

productivity measures is an essential part of the administration’s pro-
ductivity program,

To measure productivity, both program accomplishments and the
resources consumed must be identifiable. EPA has data on the various
Superfund products (work outputs) it produces-—such as the number of
preliminary assessments made or remedial designs completed—and the
total staff resources that were consumed in producing various products
in broad program areas, such as hazardous spills and response activities.
Furthermore, it has this information for each of its regions. With this
information EPA could weigh its various work products, on the basis of
such things as the degree of difficulty (labor intensity) or importance of
the work. The weighted outputs from this could then be compared with
the total staff resources used to derive a productivity measure for the
program area or for each region.

Table 2.2 shows a hypothetical example of a productivity measure for
regional hazardous spills and response activities in the Superfund pro-
gram. In this example, planned and actual work products were weighted
on the basis of the labor intensity required to produce each product
using EPA’s staffing standards. While this example reflects the totals for
all regions, individual data are available with which to develop separate
measures for each region.

}
Table 2.2: Mypothetical Productivity
Measure for Regional Hazardous Spills
nnd Response Activities

Weighted outputs for fiscal

year 1986
Activity Planned Actual
Preliminary assessments 16.0 17.0
Site investigations 174 19.0
Site listings 148 17.2
Remedial investigations and feasibility studies 108.6 1467
Remedial designs 58.7 241
Remedial actions 54.9 27 1
Removal activities 107.4 122.6
Total weighted outputs 377.8 373.7
Divided by total staff resources 601.3 602.9
Productivity Measures 62.8° 62.0°

8The productivity measure was multiphied by 100 to provide a whole number.
Source EPA budget data.
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Regional Differences

}

The use o

wh1ch actual productivity met or exceeded planned productivity for the
fiscal year. In our example, the regions’ actual productivity was almost
99 percent (62/62.8) of what was planned. In addition, indexes such as
this could be used as a benchmark to provide EPA with some measure of
its progress in improving productivity over time. Furthermore, if EPA
were to collect more specific data on the time employees spend on vari-
ous activities, the productivity of each activity could then be assessed.
But more importantly, if productivity measures were developed for each
regional office, EPA would be able to better evaluate the various work
force size and skill mixes and methods of operation that were used by its
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As shown in table 2.3, the Superfund work force size and occupational
skill mix differs from region to region. Differences in skill mixes also
exist among regions of comparable size. For example, EPA’s San Fran-
cisco region relies equally on environmental protection specialists, envi-
ronmental engineers, and general physical scientists to administer the
Superfund program. In contrast, the Kansas City region, which is com-
parable in size to San Francisco, uses a greater proportion of environ-
mental engineers. Differences such as these could, in our opinion, affect
the effectiveness and efficiency of EpA’s regions in carrying out
Superfund activities.

Table 2

1’:: Distribution of Skill Mixes in

Selected Regions

Percentage distribution of FTEs® for selected regions

Group AP
Kansas San Group Bv Group co

Occupational skill City Francisco Boston Dallas Philadeiphia Atlanta
Environmental Protection

Specualists 63 2786 8.1 17.3 9.0 27
Environmental Engineers 352 246 303 255 158 320
Attorneys 6.6 6.5 12.3 6.5 8.6 6.5
General Physical Sciences 105 226 161 125 26.2 17.9
Hydrologists 0 0 5 0 23 0
Chemists 10.8 22 45 49 27 6.7
All Others 306 16.5 282 333 354 342
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

8Based on employees who spent more than 40 percent of their time on Superfund

PRegions were grouped according to size. Group A regions had 66-68 FTEs, B regions had 82-87 FTEs,
and C regions had 112-117 FTEs
Source: EPA computer data
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Besides differences in work force size and skill mix, other regional dif-
ferences exist that could affect productivity in the Superfund program.
For example, at EPA’s Boston Regional Office, the removal of hazardous
waste from sites is handled by the Environmental Services Division,
whereas this function is carried out by the Waste Management Division
at most of the other regions we visited. The Boston region uses a single-
project manager to handle both remedial and enforcement actions. In
contrast, the Chicago region had dual project managers: one for remedial
activities and one for enforcement.

Differences such as these have been identified by Epa in its annual
reviews of regional office activities. For example, 0SWER's August 1986
report on the Boston region disclosed that the region had recently imple-
mented a unique organizational structure for its Superfund, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, and enforcement programs. According
to OSWER's report, a future evaluation will be required to assess this new
organization’s effectiveness in implementing these programs. Having
productivity measures could help EPA to perform such evaluations.

Skill Criteria and EPA’s
Sdperfund Work Force
Pl\anning Project

|

While differences exist among EPA's regions in the skill mixes they use to
carry out the Superfund program, EPA has not provided its regions with
specific criteria to translate their FTE allocations into skill needs, either
in terms of the number of positions, such as project managers, or occu-
pational specialties that should be employed to carry out the program,
EPA has recently completed a Superfund work force planning project
that identifies current and future critical occupations and the knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities that are or will be needed to administer the
program, including those needed by each of its regional offices. The
results of this project should prove useful to EPA in ensuring that
Superfund is staffed with the appropriate skills.

Once program staffing requirements are determined and EPA’s budget
request is approved by oMB, EPA allocates its staff resources to the
regions using various work load models. These models allocate budgeted
FTEs on the basis of the projected work load for each region and the
staffing standards used during budget formulation. Generally the mod-
els are used to allocate 90 percent of the FTEs programmed for the
regions. After this preliminary allocation, negotiations are then held
between headquarters and the regions to finalize work load (program
outputs) and to distribute the remaining FTEs on the basis of agreed-
upon outputs and any special regional needs.
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According to 0SWER officials, specific guidance has not been provided to
the regions for translating their FTE allocations into staffing positions
or occupational skills. These officials explained that the regional admin-
istrators are in a better position than headquarters to decide what posi-
tions and skills are needed relative to the conditions that exist in their
regions. Moreover, these officials did not see headquarters’ role as one
of over-managing its regions.

While criteria are lacking, EPA contracted with McManis Associates, Inc.,
Bethesda, Md., in 1986 to develop a work force planning methodology in
anticipation of sarA to identify the types of occupations and requisite
skills needed to perform Superfund tasks. Specifically, the project was
to help Superfund managers

estimate the type (but not number) of staff and the knowledge, skills,
and abilities (KsAs) needed to accomplish required Superfund work over
the next 3-6 years;

assess current work force characteristics related to work and staffing
requirements; and

identify recruitment, “‘reskilling,” and career-enhancement options to
ensure a skilled work force capable of doing the work.

Table 2.4 shows these critical occupations, as identified in the January
1987 final report on the work force planning project, in rank order. The
top 8 occupations are expected to remain the same over the next 3-5
years, with two exceptions. The roles of toxicologists and administrative
and clerical personnel will become more critical, whereas the role of
chemical engineers and geologists are expected to become less critical.

i
Table 2.4: Critical Occupations for the ]
SUPO"U'fd Program Current Next 3-5 years
| 1. Environmental engineer 1. Environmental engineer
\‘ 2. Hydrologist 2. Hydrologist
3 Attorney 3. Attorney
\ 4. Physical/environmental scientist 4. Contract & procurement specialist
| 5. Environmentai protection specialist 5. Physical/environmental scientist
‘ 6. Geologist 6. Environmental protection specialist
7 Contract & procurement specialist 7. Toxicologist
{ 8. Chemical engineer 8. Administrative/clerical

Source: EPA's January 1987 report on the Superfund work force planning project
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The study concluded that the program’s current and strong orientation
toward engineering and physical/environmental sciences was appropri-
ate for the program’s future field operations. However, on the basis of
anticipated trends and changes in the program, the following occupa-
tional areas appear to be underrepresented among Superfund staff:
hydrology, geology, and procurement and contracts.

In addition to critical occupations, the study identified nine critical tasks
and the KSAs that were required to carry out these tasks. These critical
tasks included cost recovery, remedial action, state program develop-
ment, remedial design, procurement/contracts, responsible-party over-
sight, training and technical support, cost control, and negotiations and
settlements.?

The study recommended that future recruitment be focused on key posi-
tions and on candidates from specific occupational fields. Recommenda-
tions were also made as to the specific occupations that should be
recruited for in each region and at headquarters. Besides these recom-
mendations, the report contained numerous other recommendations on
recruitment and selection, training and development, and career
enhancement.

In response to the project report, OSWER has established an implementa-
tion work group that will advise the Assistant Administrator for Solid
Waste and Emergency Response on the best methods to incorporate pro-
ject recommendations into existing management systems, including the
identification of skill requirements in determining staffing requirements.
According to EPA, the project’s recommendations are scheduled for full
implementation in fiscal year 1989. Officials in EPA’s Office of Human
Resources Management, which cosponsored the project, also told us that
they have been asked by 0OSWER to work with them to train managers on
how to use the information in the project report. Copies of the report
have also been distributed to regional officials.

Current employees and program managers perceived that staffing and
skill shortages existed in EPA’s Superfund program in early 1987. How-
ever, EPA officials contended that the additional FTEs provided late for

fiscal year 1987 would be sufficient to alleviate these perceived

nclusions

"There are numerous KSAs that are required to complete these tasks; those KSAs in which improve-
ments were needed are discussed in chapter 5.
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shortages. While this should have been the case, EPA expects that a con-
siderable portion of them will go unused during fiscal year 1987.

Although EPA has requested additional staffing increases for Superfund
for fiscal year 1988, it will need to improve its present work force plan-
ning process if it is to better support that its Superfund staffing require-
ments and skill mixes are appropriate to carry out planned activities.
One area needing improvement involves using historical data, such as
employee time records, to help validate its staffing standards. A second
area involves using productivity measures to (1) help ensure that
Superfund staff resources are used efficiently and (2) evaluate the
appropriateness of differences among EPA’s regional offices in the work
force skill mixes and methods of operations being used to carry out the
Superfund program.

In order Lo develop a more informed basis for determining Superfund'’s
staffing requirements and work force skill mix, we recommend that the
Administrator, EPA:

Examine the costs and benefits of using more objective techniques to
determine staffing requirements (levels), including the collection of
more specific historical time data from employees to help validate the
reasonableness of its staffing estimates.

Use productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness of the work
force size and skill mix, including regional variations.

In commenting on our recommendation that EPA examine the costs and
benefits of using more objective techniques to determine staffing
requirements (see app. IV), EPA’s Acting Assistant Administrator, OPPE,
stated that EpA has already conducted a work force planning study by
procuring the services of a highly reputable contractor. He stated that
the contractor, in fulfilling the stated obligations, conducted the work
using accepted techniques and processes to accomplish the study. He
also stated that OSWER did not request that the contractor use additional
forecasting techniques when conducting the study because such tech-
niques must be project-specific and are difficult to develop when applied
to a newly reauthorized program that has yet to be implemented.

Our recommendation is not intended to be a criticism of the Superfund

work force planning study or of the techniques used to conduct that
study. In fact, we stated that the study should be useful in helping EpA
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staff the program with needed skilled personnel. However, we also
stated that the study was not intended to identify the number of skilled
personnel needed, only the types. In this respect, the study *‘strongly
recommended” that the process established by this study become inte-
grated with budget and program planning. It is in this area of budgeting
that we believe EPA needs to use more objective techniques, other than
the judgmental estimates of its managers, to quantify program staffing
requirements.

One approach to accomplish this, which we believe EPA should consider,
would be to routinely collect historical data from employees on the
actual time they require to perform various tasks. Some tasks now per-
formed in the Superfund program will be relatively unaffected by SARA
and the data collected on the time employees spend on these tasks
should be useful in verifying the judgmental estimates of EPA’S mana-
gers. Other tasks will be affected, to varying degrees, by SARA. The time
employees now spend to perform these tasks would provide a base,
which could be increased or decreased to reflect management'’s judg-
ments of SARA’s effects on the labor intensity of these tasks. However, as
experience is gained in carrying out these tasks and any new ones cre-
ated by SARA, EPA would increasingly be in a better position in ensuing
years to budget staffing needs for the Superfund program.

In commenting on our recommendation to use productivity measures to
gauge the appropriateness of Superfund’s work force size and skill mix,
OPPE’s Acting Assistant Administrator stated that EPA believes that ful-
fillment of this recommendation would be impractical to carry out
because each hazardous waste site is unique. In elaborating on this, he
stated that each Superfund clean-up site has its individual characteris-
tics that are not comparable to another site, including such factors as
geology, hydrology, contaminants, volume, and public involvement.

Differences in the characteristics of sites may present a challenge, but
should not be viewed as a barrier to using productivity measures. It
takes years to clean up sites and, considering this, a region’s mix of
projects is not likely to change drastically from year to year. Even if this
mix varied from year to year, Superfund activities could be weighted to
account for any significant differences within and between regions.
Alternatively, management could measure the rate of change in produc-
tivity from year to year to eliminate any distortions resulting from site
differences. In addition, the usefulness of productivity measures could
be enhanced by involving managers and employees in identifying and
weighing the items to be measured.
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Although Superfund employee turnover was lower than federal
employee turnover in fiscal years 1984 and 1985, it more than doubled
in fiscal year 1986, to surpass the federal average. Age disparities

| between the Superfund and federal work force account somewhat for

? the higher rates in the Superfund program. Nevertheless, several critical
Superfund occupations, such as geologist and hydrologist, had turnover
rates that were significantly higher than the rates for other federal
employees in these occupations. In addition, regional Superfund employ-
ees had higher turnover rates than did corresponding headquarters
staff,

Most program managers we interviewed (34 of 55) did not consider turn-
over a problem. Of the 21 who did, some described instances where
turnover delayed or impaired the quality of Superfund activities. Turn-
over also adds to the direct and indirect costs of doing business.

i Concerning the future outlook of Superfund employee turnover, most

| program managers we interviewed expected it to increase under the

\ expanded program authorized by sARA. Our survey also showed that

1 over one-third of current Superfund employees planned to look for other

1 jobs in the next year. In addition, the Superfund work force is relatively

! young-—about 60 percent of the work force is under the age of 36—and

‘ younger workers historically have higher turnover rates than older
workers. Moreover, as the size of the staff expands, the work force is
likely to remain young. These factors all suggest that turnover could
continue at present levels,

There are many reasons why Superfund employees left or were planning
to leave the program for other jobs. The most significant were: advance-
ment opportunities, regional management, salaries, Superfund'’s use of

. the employee’s technical skills, and disillusionment with clean-up prog-

| ress. Furthermore, many of the employees who left for these reasons

\ would have stayed had conditions changed to their satisfaction.

EPA has already taken some actions and is contemplating others that will

affect some of the factors employees rated as reasons for leaving the
Superfund program.

Page 37 GAO/RCED-88-1 Superfund Work Force Issues



Employee Turnover:
What Is It and How Is
It Measured?

Chapter 3
Superfund Employee Turnover Is Increasing

Job separations in the federal government are categorized as quits,’
transfers between federal agencies, retirements, and other separations
(such as layoffs, deaths, furloughs, and extended leave without pay).
These separation categories do not include employees who are reas-
signed or promoted to other jobs within the same agency but in different
program areas.

Although EPA did not have readily available data on employee separa-
tions in the Superfund program at the time we started our review, we
were able to identify EPA employees who separated from Superfund—
and the type of separation—from the computer data provided by EpA.
The results of our analysis for fiscal years 1985 and 1986 are shown in
table 3.1. In all, about 480 Superfund employees separated from EPA
during these 2 years, and most either quit or transferred to other federal
agencies.

Table 3.1: Superfund Employee
Separations

FY 1985 FY 1986
Number Percentage® Number Percentage®
Quits 79 61 232 67
Transfers 24 18 40 1
Total 103 79 272 78
All QOthers 27 21 77 22
Total 130 100 349 100

80f total separations for that period.
Source: EPA computer data

While a variety of ways exist to measure employee turnover, the most
widely used measure, and the one we used, expresses employee separa-
tions over a specified period as a percentage of the average employment
for that period. In addition, turnover rates may be developed for differ-
ent types of separations, with the quit rate being the one most often
cited.

We concentrated our analyses primarily on quits because these employ-
ees were the ones most likely to have left to take jobs in the private
sector. In some of our analyses, however, we also included transfers,
since these employees also left Superfund to take jobs in other federal
agencies. As shown in table 3.1, quits and transfers account for most

This category includes all employees who resigned from government service, including those who
resigned to take a job in the private sector or for such purposes as returning to school.
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Turnover Rate
Comparisons With
Total Federal Work
Force
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|
t
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employee separations in the Superfund program. We also computed dis-
tinct separation rates for Superfund employees who spent a significant
portion of their time—over 40 percent—on the Superfund program.

Figure 3.1 compares quit rates for all Superfund employees to the rates
OPM maintains on all federal employees for fiscal years 1984-86. These
comparisons show that except for fiscal year 1986, Superfund rates
were lower than the rates for all federal employees. However,
Superfund rates have been increasing since fiscal year 1984, and
between fiscal years 1985 and 1986, they more than doubled from 2.9
percent to 7.2 percent to surpass the overall federal rate of 5.2 percent.
According to OPPE’s Acting Assistant Administrator, delays in program
reauthorization and the uncertainty regarding the future of Superfund
affected the program’s ability to retain key staff in fiscal year 1986 (see
app. IV). In contrast, rates for federal employees remained relatively
stable between fiscal years 1984 and 1986.

Quit/transfer rate comparisons for Superfund and federal employees
are shown in figure 3.2. Figures 3.1 and 3.2 also show that employees
who worked over 40 percent of their time on the Superfund program
had higher quit rates than did Superfund employees as a whole.

Effeg;t of Age and Length
of Service on Superfund
Turnopver Rates

Superfund employees are younger and have a shorter length of service
than the federal work force as a whole; this difference accounts in part
for the higher turnover rates in the Superfund program for fiscal year
1986.

According to a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report, which analyzed
separations of federal workers in fiscal year 1984, quits and transfers
are more common among younger workers and those with fewer years
of service.z In 1984, for example, federal workers with 5 or fewer years
of service had quit/transfer rates that were more than twice the average
for all workers and more than 20 times the rate of workers with more
than 25 years of service. The study also showed that younger workers—
age 21 to 36—had a rate two times greater than the rate for all employ-
ees and that the quit/transfer rate declined as the age of workers
increased. Among Superfund employees who quit in fiscal year 1986, 96
percent were age 36 or younger, and 72 percent had 5 or fewer years of
service.

2Congressional Budget Office. Employee Turnover in the Federal Government, February 1986.
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Figure 3.1: Quit Rate Comparison for
Superfund and Federal Employees,
Fiscal Years 1984-86
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According to the CBO report and the literature on which it was based, the
l relationship between length of service and quits/transfers reflects in

5 part the search for fulfilling work that occurs early in many careers and
the fact that skills may not yet have become so specialized as to limit

1 other opportunities. Workers with less seniority are also generally

| younger and thus may enjoy greater job mobility, given the absence of

| family, home ownership, and other responsibilities. With advancing

l years, however, such responsibilities increase, as does the value placed

] on a compensation package—such as that of the federal government—

| that rewards service and age. Moreover, this relationship holds regard-

| less of the occupation considered.

‘ As shown in table 3.2, the Superfund program has a disproportionately

\ younger work force than the federal government as a whole. The data

| for Superfund employees are for fiscal year 1986, but the only recently

‘ available data for federal employees was for fiscal year 1984. According
_ to an orM official, however, the age distribution of the federal work

\ force does not change much from year to year.
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Figure 3.2: Quit/Transter Rate
Comparison for Superfund and Federal
Employees, Fiscal Years 1984-86
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Table 3.5: Age Distribution of Superfund
and Fod‘rral Employees

Percentage of employees

age

35 and under 36 and over

Federal 35 65
All Superfund 58 42
Employees working over 40% Superfund 68 32

Source EPA computer data and CBO's February 1986 report

When Superfund quit and quit/transfer rates for fiscal year 1986 are
adjusted to reflect the age distribution of federal workers,* table 3.3
shows the rates for Superfund employees are closer to, but still above,
the rates for federal employees.

3Adjusted rates were computed as follows: Superfund quit and quit/transfer rates were computed for
the two age groups shown in table 3.2 and then weighted by multiplying each rate by the percentage
of federal workers in that age group. These two weighted rates were then combined to yield an
adjusted rate for Superfund that reflects the same age distribution found in the federal work force.
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Table 3.3: Comparison of Fiscal Year
1986 Turnover Rate Percentages After
Adjusting Superfund Rates for
Ditferences in Age Distribution

|

Quit rate Quit/transfer rate
Employee group Actual*  Adjusted® Actual®*  Adjusted®
All Superfund 7.2 6.2 8.4 7.4
Federal 52 52 70 7.0
Difference 2.0 1.0 14 4
Over 40% Superfund 10.0 7.7 114 9.0
Federal 52 5.2 7.0 7.0
Diftference 48 25 44 20

8Superfund rates unadjusted for age disparity

bSuperfund rates atter adjustment for age disparity
Source EPA computer data and OPM

Similar to age disparity, a larger percentage of Superfund employees
had 5 or fewer years of federal service than did federal employees as a
whole. For example, 35 percent of all fiscal year 1986 Superfund
employees (45 percent for those working over 40 percent on Superfund)
had 5 or fewer years of federal service. In contrast, as of March 1986, 25
percent of federal workers had 5 or fewer years of federal service.

Besides differences in age and length of service, other differences could
also exist between the Superfund and federal work force that account
for the variations in the turnover rates between these two groups.

Some Critical Superfund
Occupations and EPA
Regions Had High
Turnover Rates

!
i
|
I
I
|

As shown in table 3.4, quit rates in several occupations critical to the
Superfund program were significantly higher than the rates for all fed-
eral employees in these occupations for fiscal year 1986.* Most notably,
quit rates for Superfund geologists and hydrologists were two to six
times higher, respectively, than rates for all federal employees in these
same occupations. Superfund quit rates in these two occupations were
also considerably higher than rates for federal employees for fiscal year
1986.

4Quit/transfer rate comparisons produced similar results.
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Table 3.4: Quit Rate Comparisons for
Critical Superfund Occupations

Quit rates
FY 1985 FY 1986

Critical occupation? Superfund® Federal Superfund® Federal
Environmental engineer 31 47 76 58
Hydrologist 47 1.6 14.0 2.1
Attorney 41 7.3 6.2 71
General physical scientist 29 27 5.2 25
Contract and procurement

specialist 0 28 0 27
Environmental protection

specialist 28 3.1 5.2 31
Environmental protection

assistant 0 71 57 27
Geologist 45 1.2 47 17
General biologist® 19 1.9 0 1.7
Chemical engineer 0 4.0 43 4.0

fncludes those critical occupations identified in EPA’s Superfund work force planning project (see ch
2). except for administrative and clencal, which was not well enough defined to facilitate rate compar-
sons. Occupations are hsted in the order of criticality.

PRates were generally higher for those employees in these occupations who spent over 40 percent of
their time on Superfund.

Cinciudes toxicologists
Source: EPA computer data and OPM

As shown in table 3.4, seven critical Superfund occupations had quit
rates in fiscal year 1986 that were higher than rates for federal employ-
ees in the same occupations. Age disparities between Superfund and fed-
eral employees, again, could account for some of this difference,
especially in the case of environmental engineers, general physical scien-
tists, environmental protection specialists, geologists, and chemical engi-
neers. As expected, quit rates for Superfund employees in these
occupations were higher for younger workers (age 35 or younger) than
for older workers. In the case of Superfund hydrologists and environ-
mental protection assistants, however, older workers had a higher quit
rate than did younger ones.

In addition, as shown in figure 3.3, regional Superfund employees had a

quit rate that was considerably higher than the rate for headquarters
Superfund employees.
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Figure 3.3: Quit Rate Comparisons for
Headquarters and Reglonal Employees
Working Over 40 Percent of Their Time
on Superfund

13 Quit Rate Percentage

- ok wh
o = N

QO = N W s OO N &

1985
Fiscal Year

:] Headquarters

Regions

Among all employees who worked over 40 percent on the Superfund
program, table 3.5 shows, some EPA regional offices had quit rates that
were considerably higher than the average for all regions for fiscal
years 1986 or 1986. Quit and transfer rates for these regions were also
considerably higher than the average for all regions.

Table 3.5: EPA Regions With Highest Quit
Rates

|

]
Quit rates for fiscal year

Region 1985 1986
Chicago 8.1 20.3
Dallas 16.8 15.0
San Francisco 10.0 309
Seattle 1.1 40
Average. all regions 6.2 12.1

Source: EPA computer data.
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Qualﬁty and Experience of
Superfund Employees
Leaving the Program

\

The quality and experience of the employees who leave an agency can
be just as important as the numbers of employees who leave. Because
some turnover is unavoidable, an agency would be better off to lose its
poor performers or less experienced employees than its superior or more
experienced employees. Although the Superfund program has lost
highly rated and experienced employees, the ratio of loss in these cate-
gories was not disproportionately higher relative to the employees who
were in these categories.

Among Superfund employees who worked on the program in fiscal year
1986, about 48 percent were highly rated. In contrast, about 23 percent
of the Superfund employees who quit in fiscal year 1986 were highly
rated. Among EPA employees who worked over 40 percent on Superfund,
about 45 percent were highly rated, whereas about 22 percent of those
who quit were highly rated. We considered employees rated either out-
standing or exceeding expectations as highly rated employees. We
excluded employees rated fully successful, minimally satisfactory,
unsatisfactory, or not rated.

Concerning length of work experience in the Superfund program, our
survey indicated that there was little difference between current and
former employees. At the time former employees left Superfund, they
had an average of about 3 years’ experience, which was comparable to
the average level of experience of current employees.

R
Program Managers’

Views on Turnover
and Its Effect on the
Superfund Program

The program managers we interviewed had mixed opinions on whether
turnover was a problem. Thirty-four of the 556 headquarters and
regional program managers we interviewed did not believe turnover was
a problem. However, of the 21 managers who did, some said that turn-
over caused delays or impaired the quality of Superfund activities. But
some managers attributed these delays and quality impairment to hiring
freezes or regional policies that provided for periodically reassigning
staff between program areas. Employee turnover also increases the
costs for such things as recruitment and training, although measuring
these costs can be difficult.

Turnover was considered a problem by 15 of the 40 program managers
interviewed at the 6 regions in our review. Following are some examples
of comments we received from program managers on turnover and its
impact on the Superfund program.
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At EPA’s Boston Regional Office, the Superfund remedial and enforce-
ment unit had a 26-percent attrition rate, which represents the loss of
all employees from separations and the reassignment or promotion of
employees to other EPA programs. According to the Superfund unit chief,
most employees leave the program because they get burned out from the
heavy work load.* Moreover, when experienced employees leave, this
loss of time and experience causes delays and interrupts project con-
tinuity while new project managers become familiar with their projects.
For example, one Boston regional Superfund site has had six different
project managers since the inception of work at that site.

At the Philadelphia region, although turnover has historically been low,
it ballooned in the removal and remedial areas in fiscal year 1986,
according to the Superfund branch chief. He attributed this to employee
burnout and to the number of employees who had attained a level of
experience that made them attractive to private-sector employers.
Because of this turnover, less experienced project managers had to be
assigned more sites, which delayed project activities. In addition, these
project managers had to spend a larger amount of their time instructing
new employees hired to fill vacancies created by turnover.

The Philadelphia region’s enforcement branch chief also stated that
attrition had become a recent problem. He estimated the turnover rate to
be 10-20 percent for fiscal year 1986. But the problem was attributed
not to employee quits but to employee reassignments to and from other
EPA units. According to this branch chief, the regional administrator sup-
ports the concept of cross-training staff in a variety of environmental
programs. As a result, frequent transfers occur between Superfund and
other EPA programs. This turnover delays site actions because of the
time lost in training replacements. Turnover also places a greater work
load on the remaining staff, which causes more slowdowns and at times
complete cessation of site work.

In the Philadelphia region’s Environmental Services Division, attrition
among chemists was considered a problem. According to the division
director, two of the five chemists left within the past year for positions
with a contractor and obtained pay increases of $10,000 to $20,000, and
the remaining staff had to work overtime to compensate for this loss.

5Thirty-two percent of former employees rated heavy work load as a major or minor reason for
leaving.
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The Chicago region’s Office of Regional Counsel lost five attorneys in its
emergency response branch during the first 6 months of fiscal year
1986. According to the branch chief, their legal work takes longer and
the depth of work on individual cases is less than it could be because of
this turnover.

One of Chicago’s remedial units lost three senior staff between June
1986 and July 1986, according to its chief: one went to private industry
and two went elsewhere within EPA. This loss, accompanied by a hiring
freeze, resulted in morale problems because active projects with impor-
tant decisions pending had to be assigned to other staff, whose work
load was already heavy.

At EPA headquarters, 6 of the 15 Superfund program managers inter-
viewed stated that turnover had been a problem. These managers cited
career enhancement and increased salary as reasons staff left. Four
stated that the loss of senior staff placed a burden on the branch chiefs,
who must pick up the slack. One stated that experienced staff are not
available to train new employees and, as a result, things are not always
done quickly or correctly. Another stated that he was not able to pro-
vide day-to-day reporting, guidance, or direction to the regions, nor did
he have any detailed knowledge of regional issues.

Employee Turnover
Involves Other Costs That
Can Be Difficult to
Measure

Besides delays and quality impairment, various other direct and indirect
costs are also incurred as a result of employee turnover. Some of these
costs, which can be inferred from the comments we received from pro-
gram managers, include lower productivity, recruitment and training
costs for replacements, and increased payroll costs for overtime.

According to CBO'S report on federal employee turnover, federal mana-
gers wishing to consider all the costs of turnover in decision making
would face a formidable task because of the number and variety of costs
involved.® Data for even the most obvious costs are generally difficult to
obtain. Further, techniques for valuing less obvious indirect costs in the
government are nonexistent or poorly developed. Despite the problems
that can be encountered in estimating such costs, CBO stated that turn-
over can be expensive and that managers should not ignore these costs.

On the basis of data CBO obtained for its study on recruitment and place-
ment costs for selected federal jobs, it found these costs to be higher for

8Congressional Budget Office, February 1986.
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professional and administrative jobs with high skill levels, and lower for
less technical, clerical positions. For example, CBO estimated the recruit-
ment and placement costs in 1985 were $22,200 for medical officers and
$300 for secretaries. cBO found several factors that help explain the gen-
erally higher recruiting costs for professional, administrative, and simi-
larly ranked jobs. For example, review panels may be called together to
screen applications for some jobs. Such positions also commonly involve
payments for relocation, security clearances, and other expenses.

Considering the high recruitment and placement costs for some occupa-
tions, CBO stated, managers would not want to incur such large costs too
often. On the other hand, if an organization could plan on having the
services of such personnel over many years, these costs would be less
burdensome. If the employees stayed in their positions the 9 years that
the average federal professional is estimated to stay on the job, for
example, then replacement costs might represent only a small fraction
of their payroll cost for the period.

In contrast, CBO stated that the increased costs and inconvenience of
higher turnover might be acceptable if the personnel actions that cause
people to leave also produce even larger savings—for example, savings
in pay reductions. Nevertheless, CBO stated, the costs of turnover—both
direct and indirect—should be a part of management decision making.

_
Superfund Employee
Turnover Is Expected
to Increase

Most program managers we interviewed expected turnover to increase
in the future. The reasons cited for this increase included the additional
nonfederal employment opportunities associated with SARA and the poor
pay and promotion opportunities within EPA.

In the 6 regions visited, 32 of the 40 program managers interviewed
expected employee turnover to increase in the next 5 years. Some
expected that the additional funding provided by SARA, $8.5 billion,
would increase the demand for qualified and experienced personnel
among private-sector participants involved in the clean-up process, such
as contractors and consultants. Moreover, they believed these contrac-
tors and consultants would aggressively recruit from EPA to fill this
demand. Other managers attributed future increases in turnover just to
the low pay and limited promotion opportunities, or to the fact that
employees tend to leave after they gain sufficient experience.

At EPA headquarters, 6 of the 15 program managers interviewed also
expected turnover to increase during the next 5 years. They likewise
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attributed this to the job opportunities SARA will create in the private
sector. They see Superfund as containing many experienced staff who
know the laws, EPA, and the contractors involved in the program; these

i contractors pay up to $30,000 more in salary than can EPA. (As shown in

| ch. 4, the salary increases of former employees we surveyed ranged up

| to $22,000.) Furthermore, as more Superfund employees become expe-

! rienced, more will be lost because they cannot be promoted, due to a

3 limited number of senior positions.

In addition our survey showed that over 40 percent of Superfund’s cur-
rent technical employees had sought a job outside the program—mostly
within the past year—and over one-third probably or definitely plan to
look for another job in the next year. However, this is not surprising
considering that most of the Superfund work force is relatively young—
68 percent are age 35 or younger, and younger workers traditionally
have higher turnover rates than older workers.

‘ Moreover, the Superfund work force is likely to stay young for some

| time. EPA is currently in the process of expanding its Superfund work

| force—600 additional positions were authorized for fiscal year 1987

| and EPA has requested an additional 300 in its fiscal year 1988 budget—
| and many of these new positions are likely to be filled by younger work-
| ers, as has been true in the past.

! Most current employees had sought, or were planning to look for, other
| jobs for many of the same reasons former Superfund employees left.

_

\ Em More advancement opportunity was the top reason employees left
Reasqns ployees Superfund for other jobs, but other factors also contributed to an
LeaVQ Supel‘ fund employee’s decision. Employees who left Superfund for other jobs

largely left for jobs in private industry, and most took jobs involving
hazardous waste.

\ While most of Superfund’s current technical employees were satisfied

| with the work they were doing, this is not indicative of an employee’s

\ intention to remain. Most former employees were also satisfied with

| their work when they left Superfund. Moreover, many current employ-

\ ees expressed dissatisfaction with some of the same job-related factors

i cited by former employees as reasons for leaving. In fact, over one-third

\ . of current employees either had looked for other jobs in the past or
planned to look in the next year—and for the same reasons former
employees left.
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Why Did Former
Employees Leave and
Where Did They Go?

Our survey of former Superfund employees showed that 117 of them
left Superfund to take other jobs. The 117 former employee respondents
were asked to rate 17 reasons as either a major, minor, or no reason for
leaving the Superfund program. For each reason rated as either major or
minor, former employees were also to indicate the extent to which they
would have stayed had conditions relevant to that reason changed to
their satisfaction. We analyzed these responses to determine the extent
that respondents rated a reason both as one that was major and one
that, had conditions changed to their satisfaction, they definitely would
have stayed. By correlating these responses, we were able to obtain a
better picture of the significance of the various reasons former employ-
ees rated for leaving Superfund.

As indicated in table 3.6, our analysis showed that more advancement
opportunity was the most significant reason, among those rated, why
former employees left Superfund. In fact, advancement opportunities
were twice as important as any of the other reasons rated. Secondary
reasons that appeared to be somewhat significant included regional
management, higher salaries, dissatisfaction with Superfund’s use of the
employee’s technical skills, and disillusionment with the progress made
in cleaning up hazardous waste sites.
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Table 3.6: Reasons 117 Former
Superfund Employees Left to Take Other

Jobs

Percentage of former employee
respondents who

Both cited reason

as major and

who would have

definitely stayed if

Citedreasonas  conditions changed

Reasons rated Major Minor to their satisfaction
More advancement opportunities 67 16 28
Regional management 28 19 14
Increase in salary 40 23 13
Poor use of their technical skills 23 26 13
Disillusionment with clean-up progress 23 24 11
Problems with immediate supervisor 17 16 9
Change in work location 21 13 6
improved physical work environment 17 20 6
Poor administrative or clerical support 19 22 5
Excessive work load 19 12 4
Program guidance from headquarters 19 19 4
Too much paperwork 16 22 4
Too many reviews 24 18 3
Better fringe benefits 7 19 3
Less out-of-town travel 6 3
Career change 1 9 2
Avoid exposure to hazardous substances 0 3 0

We also analyzed former employee responses by sex and work location.
This analysis showed that men were more inclined than women to rate
salary increases (68 percent of the men vs. 48 percent of the women),
poor use of their technical skills (62 vs. 40), and too much paperwork
(42 vs. 26) as major or minor reasons for leaving Superfund. (Men
account for 67 percent of Superfund’s current technical employees.) In
addition, former headquarters employees were about twice as likely as
former regional employees to rate physical work environment (70 per-
cent of former headquarters employees vs. 29 percent of former regional
employees), inadequate clerical and administrative support (67 vs. 35),
and excessive work load (50 vs. 26) as major or minor reasons for leav-
ing. (Sixteen percent of Superfund'’s current technical employees are at
EPA headquarters.)

Figure 3.4 shows that 45 percent of those employees who left for other

Jjobs took jobs in private industry. While the employees who left were
lost to the Superfund program, about 72 percent of them took jobs in the
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hazardous waste area; about 91 percent of them were at those jobs when
they completed our questionnaire.

Figure 3.4: Source of Employment for

117 Former Superfund Employees Who
Left for Other Jobs 45  Percentage of Former Employees
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Source of Employment

i Besides the 117 former employee respondents who left Superfund for

{ other jobs, 47 former employees who had quit or transferred for other

‘ purposes responded to our questionnaire. Of these, 30 left to return to
school, while the remainder left for other reasons—for example, to relo-

‘ cate with their spouse or to have a baby.

|

H(ﬂw Satisfied Are Current employees were basically satisfied with the work they were
Supverfund Employees? doing, liked working in the Superfund program because of its objectives,
and expressed average to above average levels of morale. For example,
‘ according to our survey, 75 percent of current technical employees were
f at least generally satisfied with the work they were doing in the
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EPA’s Actions for
Dealing With
Superfund Employee
Turnq)ver

Superfund program; only 11 percent were dissatisfied. Ninety-four per-
cent of current employees liked working in Superfund because of its mis-
sion. Morale was average, high, or very high among 81 percent of
current employees.

This high level of job satisfaction with Superfund work, however, is not
necessarily indicative of an employee’s intention to remain, as 62 per-
cent of former employees who left also reported general satisfaction
with their Superfund work.

As shown in figure 3.5, many current employees were dissatisfied with
many of the same factors that former Superfund employees rated as
reasons for leaving the program. More than half of the current employ-
ees were dissatisfied with their physical work environment, promotion
opportunities, and salary.

Furthermore, our analyses of the survey data showed that employee
dissatisfaction with the following job factors was significantly related to
an employee’s plans to seek another job: (1) promotion opportunities, (2)
Superfund’s use of the employee’s technical skills, (3) the amount of rec-
ognition received for good work performance, (4) regional management,
and (b) salary. As previously mentioned, over one-third of current
employees probably or definitely plan to seek other jobs in the next
year.

EPA has several actions underway and is contemplating others that will
likely affect two major reasons employees leave the Superfund program:
advancement opportunities and salaries.

Concerning advancement opportunities, EPA revised its policy for salary
grade levels in October 1986 to make Superfund’s nonsupervisory pro-
ject managers and on-scene coordinators eligible for grade 13, 14, and 15
positions. In the past, these higher salary grades were generally
reserved for supervisory personnel. However, under the new policy,
higher grades can be provided if warranted by the type/complexity of
the hazardous waste site managed, for example.

Although this policy was relatively new when we made our visits to six
of EPA’s regional offices, some program managers had already increased
or were authorized to increase grade levels for some of their project
managers or on-scene coordinators. In addition, other program managers
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Flgure 3.5: Current Employee
Satisfaction With Various Job Factors

75 Parcentage of Respondents

Job-Related Factors

[:I Sansfied

Dissatisfied

Note: Responses do not total 100 percent because of those employees who wera neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied.

} were in the process of assessing the extent to which higher graded posi-
} tions were warranted under the revised policy. According to OPPE’s Act-
i ing Assistant Administrator, 25 higher graded positions were in place
and more were being considered as of September 1987 (see app. IV).

EPA has also been reviewing the use of dual career paths—one for man-
agement and one for nonmanagement—by other agencies and organiza-
tions to assist in the design of a nonmanagerial career path for its
technical and scientific staff. With a separate nonmanagerial career
path, EPA technical and scientific staff would no longer be forced into
management to gain promotion.
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According to an EPA official, dual career paths have already been
designed for chemists and general physical scientists, and EPA is now in
the process of issuing implementing guidelines. Furthermore, EPA’S
Superfund work force planning project recommended that this experi-
ence should be reviewed with an eye toward expanding dual career
paths to other occupations to address important career concerns
expressed by Superfund scientists, engineers, and technicians. However,
the project’s report cautioned that dual career paths should be devel-
oped and implemented with care so as not to raise false expectations
among affected staff who may view these career paths as opportunities
for automatic promotion.

Concerning salaries, EPA’s Superfund work force planning project recom-
mended that the use of incentive pay for new entrants should be one of
five options to be reviewed and assessed for incorporation into a general
recruitment and selection strategy. The report stated that high-tech
firms in the private sector have been using incentive pay programs to
attract scarce electrical engineers and computer scientists to join their
organizations.

The report also stated that the all-volunteer Army has offered new
enlistees financial incentives (lump sum cash bonus or funds for college
education) to ensure a pool of recruits of sufficient quantity and quality.
The report stated that if a high selection ratio (ratio of applicants to
those selected) is desirable, especially for Superfund’s key positions
(e.g., remedial and enforcement project managers), pay incentives may
be a useful tool in generating a pool large enough to ensure selection of
top quality people. It stated that incentive pay may also be offered to
highly qualified specialists on short-term (temporary) appointments to
get them to extend their appointments, especially in hard-to-retain jobs
such as hydrologists and geologists.

In addition, the report stated that compensation was the most frequent
reason employees leave Superfund. In this respect, the report recom-
mended that a career enhancement program for the Superfund program
should include, among other things, an “improved compensation pro-
gram (bonuses, added fringe benefits, job-related perks, etc.).”” The
report’s recommendations are under review by EPA.

7EPA stated that the reference to (1) bonuses pertained to internal award mechanisms that would not
require OPM and OMB involvement and (2) fringe benefits included nonmonetary compensation. (See
app. IV.)
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The rate at which EPA employees left Superfund was below the rate for
all federal employees in fiscal years 1984 and 1985. However, the rate
more than doubled between fiscal years 1985 and 1986, to surpass the
federal rate. The higher Superfund rate was partly caused by
Superfund’s higher ratio of younger employees, who historically change
jobs more often. In addition, some critical Superfund occupations, most
notably hydrologists, had quit rates that were considerably higher than
the average rate for all federal employees in these occupations.

Although program managers generally had not perceived turnover to be
a problem, most managers expect turnover to increase under the
expanded program authorized by SARA. This, together with our survey
results (which showed that over one-third of current employees planned
to look for other jobs in the next year) and the young age of the present
and future work force (which historically has high turnover rates), sug-
gests that turnover could remain high.

Turnover delays and impairs Superfund activities. It also affects the
direct and indirect costs of doing business, for example, by increasing
recruitment and training costs. Some turnover is unavoidable, as in the
case of employee deaths or retirements, and the costs attributable to this
turnover can be considered a norrnal cost of doing business. However,
turnover should be considered excessive when its impact on program
activities and costs exceeds the cost of taking appropriate corrective
action. While measuring turnover’s impact on program costs can be dif-
ficult, these costs should be considered when making management deci-
sions that are likely to affect turnover.

The employees who quit Superfund to take other jobs left largely
because of advancement opportunities. Other significant reasons
included regional management, salaries, poor use of employee’s techni-
cal skills, and disillusionment with clean-up progress. Moreover, many
of the employees who quit for these reasons would have stayed had con-
ditions improved.

EPA has taken some actions and is contemplating others—such as dual
career paths—that would provide selected Superfund employees with
additional promotion opportunities. Besides this, EPA is also considering
the recommendations of its Superfund work force planning project,
which, among other things, recommended improving the compensation
of Superfund employees.
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Federal employees in general receive less in pay than do their private-
sector counterparts, according to the government's pay survey. This
includes federal attorneys, chemists, and engineers, who are used exten-
sively in the Superfund program. The former Superfund employees

; included in our survey received annual pay increases that averaged

| about $7,000 upon leaving Superfund for private-sector jobs.

| While this pay gap can affect the government’s efforts to recruit and

! retain employees, DOD and OPM have a number of special programs that
have helped address employee recruitment and retention problems. OPM
has special pay rates for selected occupations and geographical areas;
some of these rates have benefited Superfund employees, most notably
those in the engineering occupations.

In addition, o0PM—in conjunction with the Department of the Navy—is
involved in a merit-oriented, pay-for-performance project at two
research laboratories in California. While we are currently in the pro-
cess of evaluating this experimental demonstration project, the project

‘ reportedly has helped to increase salaries and to reduce employee turn-
| over. Also, the Department of the Navy is successfully using DOD’s reen-
\ listment bonus program to encourage military personnel to reenlist in

| occupational specialties that are experiencing chronic shortages or are
‘ hard to fill.

‘ In chapter 3, we stated that EPA’s Superfund work force planning project
\ recommended an improved compensation program, consisting of incen-

| tive pay (bonuses) and added fringe benefits. We do not favor a separate
| pay program for Superfund employees because the pay situation for

\ these employees is not any more critical than for other federal

| employees.

1
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Chapter 4

Federal and Private Pay Comparisons and
Success of DOD/OPM Pay and

Retention Programs

The Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962 called for federal General Sched-
ule pay rates to be comparable to average private-sector pay rates for
the same levels of work. The Federal Pay Comparability Act of 1970
established the President’s Pay Agent,' authorized the President to
adjust salaries on the basis of an annual survey of private-sector sala-
ries, and provided the President with authority to propose an alterna-
tive pay plan in the event of national emergency or economic conditions
affecting the general welfare. The alternative pay plan becomes effec-
tive unless it is disapproved by the Congress.

The President’s Pay Agent computes the pay comparability gap on the
basis of the Bureau of Labor Statistics' annual national private-sector
survey of professional, administrative, technical, and clerical pay. The
Bureau'’s survey contains salary data on various occupations from a
sample of private-sector establishments throughout the country. The
pay agent uses these data to identify differences between federal and
private-sector salaries and determines the adjustments needed to
achieve full pay comparability.

In August 1986 the pay agent reported that federal employees’ pay on
average lagged behind the private sector by 23.8 percent as of March
1986, up from 19.2 percent a year earlier. The President proposed an
alternative plan for a 2-percent increase, but the Congress enacted a 3-
percent increase, effective January 1987. This marked the ninth straight
year that federal pay rates were not increased by the comparability
adjustments indicated by the pay agent’s analysis.

We used the Bureau’s March 1986 survey to compare salaries for attor-
neys, engineers, and chemists. These are three of the top five highly
skilled technical/scientific occupations in the Superfund program,?
accounting for about 28 percent of the employees who worked on (and
about 3b percent of the FTEs expended in) this program during fiscal
year 1986. Our comparisons were limited to these three occupations
because the Bureau's survey did not include data on other Superfund
technical/scientific occupations (see ch. 1).

In making our occupational comparisons, we used the median private-
sector salaries from the Bureau’s survey and average federal salaries

1A group composed of the Directors of the Office of Management and Budget, OPM, and the Secretary
of Labor.

2General physical scientist and environmental protection specialist were the other two top
occupations.
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for General Schedule federal employees obtained from opM’s March 31,
1986, Central Personnel Data File Report. Within each occupation, sepa-
rate comparisons were made for each work level in the Bureau's survey
and the corresponding grade level in the General Schedule to differenti-
ate between the duties and responsibilities of individuals in these occu-
pations. For example, the median private-sector salary for a level 1
attorney was compared to the average salary of federal attorneys in
grade 9, which has comparable duties and responsibilities.

Our comparisons showed that the federal attorneys, chemists, and engi-
neers, including those in Superfund, received from $7,800 to $41,300
less in annual pay than did private-sector attorneys, chemists, and engi-
neers for comparable work. To achieve comparability, federal pay
would have to be increased 25-68 percent for the various grades within
these occupations. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show the results of our compari-
sons. Federal engineers, which had the smallest comparability gap of the
three occupations, receive special pay rates approved by opM. These spe-
cial rates are discussed later in this chapter.

Testifying before a congressional subcommittee in March 1986, we
stated that comparability with the private sector is a logical and factual
standard to follow in establishing federal pay rates.> We stated that pay-
ing federal employees amounts comparable to what their counterparts
are receiving throughout the national economy will help assure employ-
ees and the taxpayers that compensation levels are fair. However, we
suggested—on the basis of our September 1985 report—that the compa-
rability principle be expanded to include fringe benefits as well as
salary .4

In that report, we provided comparative information on pay, retirement
benefits, health and life insurance, annual and sick leave, and holidays
in the federal and private sectors. In addition, we stated that the Hay/
Huggins Company, a management consulting firm specializing in pri-
vate-sector pay and benefits, in a 1984 study for the House Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, had found that federal pay and benefits
lagged behind private-sector benefits by 7.2 percent as of March 1984.5

3General Accounting Office, Federal Pay. Statement of Rosslyn S. Kleeman before the Subcommittee
on Compensation and Employee Benefits, House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, Wash-
ington, D.C., March 19, 1986.

4Comparison of Federal and Private Sector Pay and Benefits (GAQ;GGD-85-72, Sept. 4, 1985).

5Hay/Huggins Company, Study of Total Compensation in the Federal, State, and Private Sectors,
December 4, 1984.
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Figure 4.1: Dollar Comparability Gap in
Annual Pay for Selected Federal
Employees, March 1986

42 Dollars In Thousands
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Note: Grade 9 is the entry level for attorneys. Private-sector data were not available for chemists
beyond grade 14.

Table 4.1 shows the results of the Hay/Huggins study for various ele-
ments of compensation.t

5The Hay/Huggins data are based on a comparison of federal pay and benefits with those paid by th
companies in Hay's private-sector data base, which includes information on pay rates in 1,249
medium (100 to 1,000 employees) and large (over 1,000 employees) companies and benefits data on
854 companies (size not specified).
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Figure 4.2: Percentage Comparablility
Gap for Selected Federal Employees,
March 1986
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Note: Grade 9 is the entry level for attorneys. Private-sector pay data were not available for
chemists beyond grade 14.

Table 4.1! Federal Compensation
Relative to the Private Sector, March

1984

Extent federal
compensation

is ahead of (behind)
private sector as a

Element of compensation percentage of payroll

Pay (10.3)
Retirement 6.4
Death benefits (life insurance) (3
Disability (sick leave included) (.7)
Health benefits (22)
Executive perquisites (1.2)
Annual leave 8
Overall® (7.2)

2Hay stated that because some benefits vary by salary, this (overall) percentage is not simply the sum
of salary and benefits.

Source Hay/Huggins Company.
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\
l

We also reported that this study and the others we reviewed suggested
that federal employees’ overall compensation lags behind the private
sector. Furthermore, we stated:

“Qur work indicates that consideration of any individual compensation element in
isolation can be meaningless insofar as judgments on overall compensation levels
are concerned. For example, the evidence presented in this report suggests that . . .
if a pay raise were granted in the full amount determined by the Pay Agent ... to
achieve pay comparability, the overall federal compensation program would be
superior to the typical private-sector program. Reduction in retirement benefits, the
one element of compensation in which the federal government is clearly ahead of
the private sector, would drop the overall federal compensation level further behind
the private sector, unless there were offsetting improvements in other elements.""’

Both the House and Senate Appropriations Committees want to replace
the Bureau’s existing survey with a national white-collar survey of
fringe benefits as well as salaries and include state and local govern-
ments and small businesses. In approving the Department of Labor’s fis-
cal year 1987 budget request, the Committees approved $2.1 million for
the Bureau of Labor Statistics to begin planning, testing, and implement-
ing a new survey. In addition, the House Committee report requested
that the Bureau provide the Congress with a plan for implementing the
new survey by August 1987.

—

Pay Increases
Received by Former
Superfund Employees

Former Superfund employees in our survey reported that they received
annual pay increases ranging from $1,000 to $22,000 upon leaving the
Superfund program, with the average increase being $4,800. Among for-
mer employees who specifically took jobs in private industry,? the aver-
age annual increase in pay was $7,200.

We did not attempt to determine whether the new jobs taken by former
Superfund employees were comparable to their Superfund jobs or
whether their new jobs entailed more responsibility. But to the extent
that employees took comparable jobs, the increases would reflect the
value the private sector placed on their skills and experience. To the
extent that employees left to assume additional duties and responsibili-
ties, these salary increases would suggest that these employees may

7Our report and the Hay/Huggins study did not consider the new Federal Employees Retirement Sys
tem that took effect January 1, 1987.

8 As shown in figure 3.3 (see ch. 3), former employees also left to take jobs in other than private
industry.
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Special DOD/OPM
Programs Have Helped
to Address Pay and
Retention Problems
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While federal pay, including the pay of Superfund employees, lags
behind private-sector pay, we stated in chapter 3 that EpA’s Superfund
work force planning project recommended (1) the use of incentive pay,
such as bonuses, for new entrants as one option for incorporation into a
general recruitment and selection strategy and (2) an improved compen-
sation program (bonuses, added fringe benefits, job-related perks, etc.)
for inclusion into a career enhancement program. According to EPA, the
project’s reference to (1) bonuses pertains to internal award mechanisms
that would not require orPM and OMB involvement and (2) fringe benefits
included nonmonetary compensation.

DOD and OPM have special pay programs that have helped to address
employee recruitment and retention problems. Under its special rate
program, OPM can increase the special pay rates applicable to specific
civilian occupations and geographical areas when private-sector pay
substantially exceeds federal pay and a recruiting and retention prob-
lem can be shown. Although federal agencies are responsible for
requesting special rates from OPM, EPA activity in this area appears to
have been limited. These special pay rates have helped agencies be more
competitive even though our prior reviews showed that oPM was slow to
approve or increase special pay rates.

In addition, opM and the Department of the Navy have an experimental
demonstration pay-for-performance project underway at two research
laboratories in California. Although we are currently in the process of
evaluating this project, it reportedly has increased pay for federal civil-
ian employees, reduced turnover, and increased employee satisfaction.
Furthermore, DOD has a selective reenlistment bonus program for mili-
tary personnel that has proved to be an effective retention incentive
that can be targeted to specific areas experiencing shortages.

JPM Special Pay Rates

Under the Federal Salary and Reform Act of 1962, orPM can increase
basic pay rates for civilian personnel if it finds that private-sector pay
rates substantially exceed federal pay rates and significantly handicap
the government'’s ability to recruit or retain well-qualified individuals.
By law, OPM can increase the minimum entry-level pay rate for an appli-
cable grade (step 1) up to the maximum pay rate for that grade (step
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10). In addition, oPM can extend this new entry rate to provide a 10-step
pay range to cover longevity pay increases. Special pay rates can be
authorized on a locality basis or on a national or worldwide basis to
meet staffing needs. OPM reviews these special pay rates at least annu-
ally, at which time it can continue, abolish, or revise them as necessary.

Before a special rate can be established, OPM requires departments and
agencies to provide evidence that a significant recruitment or retention
problem is caused by substantially higher private-enterprise rates.
Departments or agencies initiate requests for new special rate authoriza-
tions, while OPM initiates the annual review of special pay rates. In both
cases, OPM requires departments and agencies to submit specific data
that show the extent to which (1) recruitment and retention problems
affect staffing levels and (2) federal salaries lag behind private-sector
salaries. Departments and agencies are also required to show that alter-
native means, such as improved working conditions, job redesign, and
training, will not resolve the problem.

The use of special pay rates has been increasing over the years. In
March 1984 we reported that the number of employees covered by spe-
cial rates rose from 8,000 in fiscal year 1977 to almost 34,000 by fiscal
year 1984 .2 We reported that the primary reasons for this increase are
(1) General Schedule pay adjustments at less than the amount needed to
achieve comparability with private-sector salaries, (2) across-the-board
instead of grade-by-grade pay adjustments, and (3) geographic and
occupational variations in private-sector pay that are not recognized in
the nationwide pay rates provided by the General Schedule.

|
E
R :
|
|
I
|
|

'A’s Use of Special Pay
tes

EPA employees in a number of occupational series, such as medical
officers, printers, and engineers, including Superfund engineers, benefit
from the special pay rates opM has approved for these occupations.
However, according to an official in EPA’s Office of Administration and
Resources Management, EPA has requested special pay rates only once,
for the clerk-typist series.!? EPA has not proposed the establishment of
special pay rates for other occupational series, such as attorneys or
chemists, because it could not furnish statistical evidence to show that i
was experiencing recruitment and retention problems in these series,
according to this official.

8Federal White-Collar Special Rate Program (GAO/GGD-84-54, March 30, 1984).

10Special pay rates for clerk-typists were recently approved on a regional basis for the cities of Bos
ton, New York, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C.
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Success of Special Pay
Rates

In April 1986 we testified that the special rate program has helped agen-
cies to be more competitive in certain occupations and labor markets.'!
An example of this would be the special pay rates that are in effect for
engineers. As shown in figure 4.1, the pay comparability gap for federal
engineers is smaller than the gaps that exist for federal attorneys and
chemists, who are not currently covered by special pay rates.

Nevertheless, in our March 1984 report, we stated that opm had been
slow to increase special pay rates, despite agency beliefs that orM’s deci-
sions then to limit or deny special rate adjustments were having an
adverse effect on their operations.'? In contrast, we reported that opm
believed its decisions had not harmed the government’s ability to attract
and retain employees because the slowdown in the economy had mini-
mized recruitment and retention problems, despite pay disparities. Also
in 1985, we reported on how the special rates OPM granted over the
years were too small to overcome the Federal Aviation Administration’s
police staffing problems at National and Dulles airports.'3

In our April 1986 testimony, we stated that other problems were inher-
ent in the special rate program. First, the current law authorizing special
rates does not allow the government to pay starting salaries above the
tenth step of each grade of the General Schedule. As a result, agencies
are at a recruiting disadvantage when entry-level salaries are at the
maximum rate but are still substantially below starting salaries in the
private sector. For example, special pay rates for engineers, including
environmental engineers used in the Superfund program, are currently
at the maximum levels for grades 5, 7, and 9.

Second, the current law does not allow 0PM and agencies to use special
rates to deal with factors other than pay disparities. For example, spe-
cial rates cannot be authorized to correct staffing problems caused by
undesirable working conditions and locations, or by differences in fed-
eral and private-sector premium pay and benefits.

HGeneral Accounting Office, Federal Pay and Personnel Systems. Statement of Rosslyn S. Kleeman
before the Subcommittee on Civil Service, Post Office and General Services, Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs, Washington, D.C., April 30, 1986.

12GAOQ/GGD-84-54.

13Compensation and Staffing Levels of the FAA Police Force at Washington National and Washington
Dulles International Airports (GAO,/GGD-85-24, May 17, 1985)
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OPM/Navy Demonstration
Project

Besides special pay rates, opM is involved with the Department of the
Navy in an experimental demonstration project at two research labora-
tories in California, that involves a pay-for-performance compensation
program.

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 authorized oPm to conduct experi-
mental demonstration projects to explore new concepts and approaches
in personnel management that could enhance the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of the federal work force. The first experimental project
approved by oPM was the Department of the Navy’s demonstration pro-
ject at the Naval Weapons Center in China Lake, California, and at the
Naval Ocean Systems Center in San Diego, California.

The China Lake project was initiated in July 1980 to demonstrate that
the effectiveness of federal laboratories can be enhanced by allowing
greater managerial control over the personnel function. Specifically, the
project provides for implementing (1) a simplified and more flexible
position classification system, (2) an objectives-oriented performance
appraisal system that is both streamlined and closely integrated with
organizational objectives, and (3) a pay-for-performance compensation
program.

Under the project, the 18 General Schedule grades were combined to
form 6 pay bands, with each band incorporating at least 2 General
Schedule grades (e.g., GS-11 and GS-12) directly related to “‘levels of dif-
ficulty.” The six broad pay bands were designed to enhance competitive
recruitment of quality candidates, as well as to allow tangible perform-
ance-linked pay distinctions between employees. Progression within
each pay band was to be accomplished through performance appraisal,
while promotion between pay bands was to follow usual merit promo-
tion practices.

According to a March 1984 report prepared by orM, the number of
employees intent on quitting decreased slightly at the demonstration
laboratories but increased at two control laboratories. Intent to quit
decreased the most among scientists and engineers at the demonstration
laboratories, and was significantly lower among high performers than
among low performers. Turnover at the two demonstration laboratories
ranged from 5.2 to 6.5 percent, compared with 8.5 to 9.3 percent at the
two control laboratories. Among scientists and engineers rated outstand-
ing, turnover was 6.0 to 7.1 percent at the demonstration laboratories,
compared with 8.7 to 16.8 percent at the control laboratories.
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In addition, pay satisfaction—which was low at all four laboratories
prior to 1980—decreased significantly at the control laboratories, while
increasing slightly at the demonstration laboratories. Employee satisfac-
tion with extrinsic factors such as supervision, performance appraisal,
promotion opportunities, and organization climate increased signifi-
cantly at the demonstration laboratories but only slightly at the control
laboratories.

In our March 1986 testimony, we stated that alternative pay systems
like the China Lake project could be more expensive than the present
federal pay system.!4 Personnel costs at the demonstration laboratories
reportedly are almost 6 percent higher than at the control laboratories.
This is due in part to the higher pay rates offered to new employees to
compete with private industry. For example, at one of the demonstra-
tion laboratories, entry-level salaries increased by over 456 percent the
first year. These higher salaries may be the main reason for the project’s
popularity. In contrast, DoD and opPM officials assert that the increased
personnel costs are offset by reduced efforts in administration, classifi-
cation, and recruiting, plus intrinsic improvements such as higher qual-
ity work and productivity and better job satisfaction.!®

Furthermore, we stated that if agencies individually develop alternative
pay programs, sufficient central control will be needed to ensure that
they do not use pay differences to compete with each other for the same
employees. If alternative pay systems were established for certain occu-
pations, agencies would be required to operate dual personnel systems: a
new system for these occupations and the existing system for other
white-collar employees. This could create enormous administrative
problems as varying standards and processes are applied for hiring,
paying, training, and retaining these personnel.

Should a need exist for alternative pay systems, it would be preferable
to establish them not on a skills (occupation) basis, but on an agency-by-
agency basis, to eventually include all agencies, with central control
exercised by opm.'* Without central control, we foresee a potential for
inequitable pay and personnel practices.

14Kleeman, March 19, 1986.

16 A5 part of our ongoing review of the China Lake project, we are, among other things, examining the
extent to which any improvements can be attributed to the project.

18K1eeman, April 30, 1986.
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DOD’s Selective
Reenlistment Bonus
Program

DOD also has a number of special pay programs to attract and retain mili-
tary personnel for hard-to-fill occupations. The selective reenlistment
bonus program, authorized in 1974, is the primary monetary incentive
military personnel managers have for inducing people to reenlist in
occupational specialties that are experiencing chronic shortages or are
hard to fill.

In testimony before the Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, Sen-
ate Committee on Armed Services, we endorsed the selective reenlist-
ment bonus program for military personnel because of its management
flexibility.'” Specifically, we stated that the program provides an effec-
tive retention incentive that can be targeted to specific personnel
shortfall problems and is therefore a more cost-efficient alternative than
many others, such as across-the-board pay raises.

More recently, we reported on the Navy's use of this program for retain-
ing personnel.'® Overall, we found that the Navy's program was well
managed. We reported that in fiscal year 1984 the Navy, which was the
largest user of the program, had awarded bonuses to over half (20,525)
of all personnel with at least 21 months and not more than 10 years of
service, or to about 29 percent of those eligible to reenlist. These
bonuses had an average contract value of about $11,340. In addition, the
Navy awarded bonuses, which averaged $9,190, to 7 percent of the peo-
ple with 10 to 14 years of service who reenlisted in fiscal year 1984.

In reviewing these bonuses, we found that the Navy occasionally paid
bonuses to people who reenlisted in occupational specialties and years-
of-service zones that were over 100-percent staffed. However, where
this was done, the future manpower needs of the specialty, taken as a
whole, were significantly understaffed. We reported that the Navy also
authorized bonuses for ratings at experience levels where reenlistment
rates were already quite high, as in the case of people in certain ratings
with 10 to 14 years of service. However, the Navy paid these bonuses
when (1) staffing was considered to be critically short, and retaining
even a few additional people was important to fleet operations; and (2)
the marginal cost—the cost of an additional reenlistment—was less
than the cost to recruit and train a replacement.

17Military Compensation Issues. Statement of Kenneth J. Coffey before the Subcommittee on Man-
power and Personnel, Senate Committee on Armed Services, April 7, 1983.

18Navy Management and Use of the Selective Reenlistment Bonus Program (GAO/NSIAD-85-143,
Sept. 9, 1985).
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Superfund employees, like federal employees in general, receive less in
pay than their private-sector counterparts for comparable work, accord-
ing to the government’s pay survey. This occurs because the alternative
pay rates proposed by the President, and not disapproved by the Con-
gress, have been lower than the comparability adjustments indicated by
the President’s Pay Agent. Moreover, some former Superfund employees
were able to obtain sizable increases in their annual pay by leaving the
program for jobs in the private sector.

OPM'’s special pay rates have been successful in narrowing the pay gap in
selected occupations, and in the process, these rates have helped agen-
cies to be more competitive and encouraged employees to stay longer.
However, in some occupations, these special pay rates are now at the
maximum permitted by law. In addition, we consider the increasing
growth in the use of this program to be a symptom of, and not a solution
to, the overall pay comparability issue. Moreover, if this issue were
resolved, we believe the special rate program could be used more effec-
tively to address any unique pay problems adversely affecting the
recruitment and retention of federal employees.

Among the Superfund technical and scientific occupations we studied,
only Superfund engineers, like all federal engineers, received special pay
rates. While EPA could request special rates from opM for other
Superfund occupations, it will need to show that (1) it is experiencing
recruitment and retention problems because of the disparity between
federal and private-sector pay and (2) alternative means, such as
improved working conditions, job redesign, and training, will not resolve
these problems.

opM and the Navy's China Lake demonstration project reportedly have
helped address pay and retention problems. However, until this project
is fully tested and evaluated, we believe it would be premature to apply
its concepts to the entire federal work force, or even to other work set-
tings, such as Superfund.

DOD's reenlistment bonus program has been effective in retaining mili-
tary personnel. While this concept of bonuses could possibly be used to
help recruit and retain civilian personnel, we question whether bonuses
are needed for this purpose, since OPM already has a special pay rate
program to address these problems.

EPA is now considering the recommendations of an internal study, which
called for improving Superfund compensation through bonuses and
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added fringe benefits. As a general rule, we have opposed separate pay
systems for specific employee groups, suggesting instead that any
changes be addressed at resolving perceived inequities in the pay sys-
tem that exist for all federal employees. This approach minimizes pay
inequities within the government and precludes providing one agency
with a competitive advantage over others in recruiting the same employ-
ees. We would not be opposed, however, to any changes that EPA might
make in its internal awards, provided the changes are permissible under
the present pay and compensation system applicable to all federal
employees.
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How Superfund
Empﬁoyees Are
Trained

Superfund employees believe they need more training to effectively
carry out Superfund response actions, according to respondents to our
survey and a special study done by EPA. Remedial design and action, cost
recovery, and legal case development were just some of the areas in
which employees voiced the need for additional training.

Superfund employees who responded to our questionnaire and program
managers we interviewed had mixed views on the Superfund training
now available. While many of them were satisfied, many identified
problems in such areas as course content and delivery, management
commitment to training, and the time employees have available to
attend training.

EPA is developing a more structured and organized training program
that, if fully implemented, should resolve most of these problems. In
addition, staffing is being increased, which may help lighten employee
work loads, thereby providing employees with more time to attend
training. Training funds budgeted for Superfund have also been sub-
stantially increased.

EPA’s training for Superfund employees consists of on-the-job training
(0JT) and a wide variety of courses sponsored by headquarters and the
regions. We found that courses are generally taken at the initiation of
the employee, the encouragement of the supervisor, or the requirement
of EPA.

According to some program managers, OJT is the primary vehicle for
training new employees. Most 0JT occurs when an employee works with
a more senior employee until the former becomes familiar with the pro-
gram. This can take as little as 3 months to as much as a year, depending
on the position involved and the experience level of the new employee.
For example, an employee entering as a grade 9 would usually require
more training than someone entering as a grade 13.

EPA provides a substantial variety of training courses for Superfund
employees. The courses offered cover the following four areas: (1) man-
agement, law, and administration; (2) safety; (3) program and operation;
and (4) technical and scientific matters. Each quarter OSWER issues a
training calendar that lists the courses available to all hazardous waste
staff and a course catalog containing detailed information on the subject
matter and type of course presentation.
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In addition, EPA has established a number of required courses for its
remedial project managers and on-scene coordinators. These required
courses are listed in table 5.1. (Some of the additional courses available
from EPA are shown in table 5.5.)

Table 5.1: Required Courses for
Remedial Project Managers and On-
Scene Coordinators

Courses

Personal Protection and Safety

Project Officer Certification

Grants Management

Superfund Orientation

Community Relations

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study®
Construction Management?®

Hazardous Materials Incident Response Operations®

2Not required for on-scene coordinators

BNot required for remedial project managers
Source’ EPA.

During fiscal years 1985 and 1986, 0SWER conducted about 300 hazard-
ous waste training sessions in a variety of courses. About 17,000 staff
from EPA, state and local governments, other federal agencies, and con-
sultants attended these sessions. EPA was not able to provide us with
separate data on the number of Superfund employees who participated
in these training sessions.

Our survey of 526, current Superfund employees showed that the train-
ing courses they attended increased somewhat during fiscal years 1985
and 1986. In those 2 years, they attended an average of about 1.8 and
2.3 training courses and spent an average of about 7 and 8 days, respec-
tively. Seventeen percent of the current employees had not taken any
courses in fiscal year 1986, compared with 26 percent in fiscal year
1985.

According to our survey, 61 percent of current employees believed they
needed additional training on Superfund tasks, many of them in several
areas. EPA’s Superfund work force planning project also found that
employees needed additional training on Superfund tasks. In addition,
this project identified the knowledge, skills, and abilities (kSas) that
employees needed to improve relative to these tasks, as well as
employee interest in attending EPA’s present training courses. While
EPA’S present training courses provide some of the types of training
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employees need, some courses may need to be revised or new courses
developed.

Empl&vyees Need More
Training to Carry Out
Superfund Tasks

In our questionnaire we asked current Superfund employees to indicate
which of 18 Superfund tasks they performed and whether their training
for that task, including 0JT, is at a level they feel they need to be com-
fortable working on that task. On the basis of these responses, 61 per-
cent of current employees said they needed training on at least one task;
about 38 percent needed training on at least three tasks.! Table 5.2
shows the percentage of current employees who felt a need for training,
by number of tasks.

Table B.Z;T’Qrconlago of Current
Employees Needing Training, by Number
of Superfund Tasks

Percentage
Number of tasks requiring training of respondents
None 39
One 1"
Two 12
Three 8
Four 7
Five or more 23
Total o 100

The areas in which training was most often thought needed were reme-
dial design and action, contracts management, negotiations and settle-
ments, legal case development, and cost recovery. As shawn in table 5.3,
at least 20 percent of current employees indicated that they needed
training in each of these areas.

'Employees can work on several tasks and therefore have a need for training on more than one task.
Table 6.3 shows the 18 tasks included in our questionnaire.
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Table 5.3: Current Employees’ Training
Needs by Superfund Tasks

!
|
!
1
|
!
i

|
Percentage of technical

employees

Workin Requiring
Task on tas training
Remedial design 41 29
Remedial action 45 27
Contracts management 66 25
Negotiations and settlements 54 22
Legal case development 45 21
Cost recovery 41 20
Remedial investigations and feasibility studies 50 18
State programs and liaison 49 18
Oversight of responsible parties 45 17
Administrative orders 48 16
Identification of responsible parties 44 16
On-scene monitoring and oversight 33 15
Removal actions 30 13
Removal investigations 28 1"
Site inspection 30 9
Federal facilities oversight 20 9
Legal consultation 30 8
Preliminary assessment 29 8

|
Tﬁaining Needs Identified
by EPA’s Superfund Work
Force Planning Project

EPA's Superfund work force planning project, which was completed in
January 1987 (see ch. 2), also indicated that employees had a desire for
more training on Superfund tasks in order to perform them more effec-
tively. The project surveyed 1,632 Superfund employees from all occu-
pations who charged 25 percent or more of their work time to
Superfund; responses were received from 1,282 employees (84 percent).
From the 29 tasks on which respondents were asked to comment,?
respondents desired training on an average of 7 tasks. On average, 52
percent of the respondents indicated that they needed training for more
effective performance.

The eight areas in which employees most often expressed a need for
training included procurement/contracts, remedial investigation and
feasibility studies, remedial action, remedial design, negotiations and
settlements, quality control and assurance, responsible-party oversight,

2These 29 tasks included 16 of the 18 tasks covered by our questionnaire.
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and cost recovery. These included the three areas most often identified
in our survey.

Vari@us Types of Training The project also concluded that training should focus on helping
Are Needed Superfund staff acquire the KSAs necessary to accomplish critical
! Superfund tasks. On the basis of surveys of program managers, the pro-

ject identified nine critical tasks (see ch. 2) and the KSas required to
carry them out. The project then compared these ksAs with those pos-
sessed by the Superfund employees surveyed to identify the KsaAs cur-
rent staff need to acquire or expand in order to perform their work well.
The KSAs in which improvement will be required are shown in table 5.4.
In addition, the project also identified the Ksas that will need to be
acquired or expanded through position-specific training for key posi-
tions required to carry out these critical tasks.

Table :.4: Knowledge, Skills, and Abllities That Will Require Improvement for Critical Superfund Tasks

Knowledge of Skills in Ability to
1. Inddstnal processes and environmental 1. Using latest developments for treating 1 Plan, organize, and execute analytical and
Iosst hazardous materials. technical studies.
2 Ondology, toxicology, biotechnology. 2 Managing chemical risk assessment 2. Administer environmental regulations for
ecology and related disciplines. projects chemical substances.
3. Curfent concepts and practices in organic 3. Developing regulatory packages. 3. Develop policies and guidelines
chemistry. applicable to state programs
4. Conducting interviews, investigations,
4. Hydrogeology and groundwater and document searches and preparing/ 4. Analyze budget issues.
movement variables. presenting evidence.
‘ 5. Provide technical guidance on health and
| 5. Using investigative techniques. environmental risk of toxic substances.

6. Reviewing, evaluating, and modifying
clean-up treatment techniques.

7. Designing and modifying treatment
‘ processes and making adjustments for
: on-site application.

i Source: EPA's January 1987 Superfund work force planning project report.

\ Besides identifying tasks and Ksas in which additional training was
needed, the project identified the demand for specific training courses

\ and the reasons employees desired these courses. For the most part, the
| majority of respondents wanted this training to become more effective

\ in their current positions. Table 5.5 shows the percentage of project

\ respondents who desired training in specific areas or courses, and the

| percentage who desired this training to perform more effectively.
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Table 5.5: Superfund Employee Needs
for Available Training Areas

Percentage 6f ﬁroject

respondents
Citing
effective
Wanting performance
Training need area training as reason®
Other regulations that affect Superfund programs 47 74
Superfund regulations 53 72
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations 54 66
Groundwater-related training 46 65
Project management 41 61
Time management 39 61
Risk management 38 61
Fie—ldmonitoring technologies 38 57
Clean-up technologies 49 52
Stress management 37 52
Remedial engineering 29 52
Construction management 22 52
Contingency planning 21 50
Emergency response mitigation techniques and practices 30 47

#As a percentage of those wanting training
Source EPA’'s January 1987 Superfund work force planning project

The Superfund work force planning project recommended that EPA (1)
review and assess both the training needs and the staffs’ training
desires identified by this project in designing new or modifying existing
training courses, (2) devote training resources to carrying out those
functions that will become increasingly more important aspects of
Superfund operations—management and administration and procure-
ment and contracts management, (3) consider the KSas identified by pro-
gram managers in establishing essential areas to be covered in course
content, and (4) devote special training efforts to raising the level of
KSAs for critical tasks among incumbents in key Superfund positions.

OSWER plans to consider the project’s findings in connection with its

ongoing efforts to develop a structured training program, discussed later
in this chapter.
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In addition to citing a need for more training, current employees and
program managers had mixed views on Superfund training. Most
employees and managers expressed satisfaction with the training
received, yet many also identified problems pertaining to (1) course con-
tent and delivery, (2) training program structure and management com-
mitment to training, (3) the heavy Superfund work load, and (4) budget
restrictions on training.

Satisfaction With Present
Training Program

As shown in table 5.6, our survey showed that current employees were
generally more satisfied than dissatisfied with the EPA training courses
taken and the oJT they received. However, more employees were satis-
fied with EPA training courses than with 0JT.

Table S.b: Current Employee Satisfaction
With Superfund Training

|

Percentage of employees

Very or Neither Very or

generally satisfied nor generally

Type of training satisfied dissatisfied dissatistied
Training courses 58 25 17
On-the-job training 44 23 33

For the most part, the program managers we interviewed also were sat-
isfied with the training employees received. Most of the headquarters
branch chiefs stated that Superfund-related training, including oJT, pro-
vided employees with the skills needed to carry out the program. They
did state that more training would be preferable, especially for new
employees. Program managers in the six regions were also generally sat-
isfied with the training employees received.

Course Content and

"

Delivery

Our survey of current technical employees showed that about half
believed that some of the courses offered by EPA are not specific to
Superfund tasks. Program managers at four of the six regions also had
concerns with the training courses available from EPA. These concerns
fell into two areas.

First, more courses are needed that are directly applicable to Superfund
response actions; currently, some courses are too general. As an exam-
ple, one regional official stated that the region had sent its project mana-
gers to a training course in contracts management, as directed by
headquarters. However, project managers found that the course mate-
rial was not applicable to Superfund work.
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Second, courses need to be better publicized and offered more frequently
and on a regularly scheduled basis. In addition, about half of the current
employees also believed that the courses offered are not well-publicized.
OSWER issues a quarterly calendar showing the dates and places that
various training courses will be held, but these calendars are only sent
to office and division directors, branch chiefs, training coordinators, and
others who have expressed an interest in obtaining them. Consequently,
some employees may learn too late—or not at all—as to the dates vari-
ous courses are to be held. 0SWER, however, plans to develop a regular
schedule for its various course offerings as part of its ongoing efforts to
develop a structured and organized training program.

Prbgram Organization and
Structure and Management
C(#mmitment

x
}

In the six regions, several program managers stated that training was an
area that needed to be better organized and structured. For example,
one unit chief said that there was no formal program. In another region,
officials stated that training should be formalized and consistent nation-
ally. In yet another region, the Superfund branch chief said that training
could be better organized and that it should be given top priority at the
national level.

Our survey also showed that 32 percent of current employees consid-
ered management’s lack of commitment to training a hindrance to their
obtaining needed training. According to OSWER'’s training coordinator,
management has not been sufficiently committed to meeting the increas-
ing demands for training at the regional and state levels, even though
current activities have been useful in providing critical training in sev-
eral areas. He stated that training has not been anyone’s priority and
although top management says there is a need for training, management
has not yet provided the staff necessary to manage an effective training
program.

i
W(#rk Load and Funding

Of the seven problems our questionnaire presented to current employ-
ees, the heavy Superfund work load was the one problem that most hin-
dered employees from obtaining needed training. In all, 77 percent of
current employee respondents believed the following statement was
somewhat or very true: **“My work load is too heavy to allow me time to
take courses.” About one-third believed this statement was very true. In
addition, 35 percent of current employees said they had supervisors
who lacked the time to provide needed OJT.
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EPA Efforts to
Improve Superfund
Tra}ining

|

Program managers at five of the six regions as well as program officials
at EpA headquarters also said that the heavy work load in the Superfund
program was a constraint to training. Moreover, some of these officials
stated that the heavy work load would become more severe with the
reauthorization of the Superfund program. Some of them indicated that
if they were given additional F1Es, more staff could be released from
their duties to take needed training. As noted in chapter 2, staffing
levels for the Superfund program were increased significantly for fiscal
year 1987, but £pA did not expect that it would be able to fill many of
these positions that year.

In addition, funds were not always available to provide employees with
needed training. Over half (56 percent) of current employees believed
that budget restrictions prevent them from obtaining needed training.
Funding also was considered somewhat of a problem by managers in
two of the six regions. For example, in one of the regions, the Superfund
branch chief stated that the funding allocated to training should be
increased and that employees should be allowed to take more training
from external sources. Specifically, this official said that the region
should encourage its employees to take more graduate level college
courses and provide more funds to do this.

Training funds for the Superfund program were substantially reduced
during fiscal year 1986 because of the delays encountered in the pro-
gram's reauthorization. For example, 0SWER had $4.7 million budgeted
for training in fiscal year 1986, but only about $2.8 million of this was
actually spent. The remainder was reprogrammed to fund other
Superfund activities until the program could be reauthorized. As a
result, there were no training funds available from 0SwWER during the sec-
ond or third quarters of the fiscal year. However, for fiscal years 1987
and 1988, OSWER has budgeted $6.7 million and $8.7 million, respec-
tively. Besides the training funds made available by 0SWER, which pays
for headquarters and regional staff training, the regions also have other
funds available that can be used in support of Superfund training.

In response to a recognized need for additional training in the hazardous
waste area, including Superfund, the Assistant Administrator, OSWER,
established a training work group in January 1985. Its goal was to
ensure that EPA headquarters, regional, and state personnel in the haz-
ardous and solid waste programs receive the training necessary to con-
duct their functions effectively. One of the group’s key activities was to
develop and issue a training strategy for OSWER.
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OSWER's training strategy report, prepared by International Business Ser-
vices, Inc., Washington, D.C., and issued in February 1986, found a
number of problems with the organization and structure for carrying
out Superfund training. Specifically, the report stated that there was no
consistency in the training approach within OSWER’s program offices in
that only one of its three program offices had an established training
organization. The report also noted a general lack of commitment to
training, as evidenced by the resources (staffing and funds) devoted to
training during fiscal year 1985. It attributed these problems to the lack
of a comprehensive training plan or strategy.

In addition, in addressing the training needs identified in OSWER's fiscal
year 1986 needs assessment, the training strategy report cited a need
for

an enhanced commitment to training and that OSWER must assume
responsibility for training oversight and assistance;

an expanded national training strategy to provide a program built on
functional responsibility and program objectives and oriented toward
user needs and performance improvement;

mechanisms to provide wider dissemination of training in the most cost-
efficient manner, which will require greater coordination both within
OSWER and ‘other EPA offices and federal agencies; and

meeting the changing requirements for training inherent in then-pending
legislation for reauthorizing the Superfund program.

The training strategy report presented a series of recommendations to
improve training program operations by implementing a structured
OSWER-wide training program, based on improving performance and
enhancing OSWER's capability to meet training needs. Consistent with the
report’s recommendations, the training work group has undertaken or
plans to undertake the following activities:

Developing a document outlining policies, procedures, and roles and
responsibilities for the OSWER training organization and the management
of training resources.

Developing an 0SWER management plan containing detailed work plans
and rationale for activities to be conducted in implementing the
strategy.

Conducting an overall curriculum review and modifying the courses
and/or developing new courses as needed. (This effort is to draw on the
findings of the Superfund work force planning project.)
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Developing and implementing a course monitoring and evaluation sys-
tem to assess the impact of training on actual job performance.
Establishing a regular or periodic needs assessment process to determine
future and emerging training needs.

Coordinating interagency and intra-agency training activities to maxi-
mize the effectiveness of training resources.

Continuing ongoing support in the areas of production of the quarterly
training calendar, courses currently under development, and the ground-
water training project. (This is to include establishing a regular schedule
for OSWER's various course offerings.)

OSWER'’s proposed training policies and procedures, which were issued in
draft in January 1987, consolidate OSWER training guidance into one
basic document. The draft provides a clear definition of the training
responsibilities of various organizational entities and sets forth policies
and establishes procedures for various training and training-related
activities.

OSWER's training implementation plan, issued in April 1987, identifies
the major projects and activities that need to be conducted over the next
2 years to implement the structured training program called for in
OSWER's training strategy report. These projects/activities were sepa-
rated into four major areas: organization and structure (training man-
agement), curriculum and course development, training delivery
mechanisms, and monitoring and evaluation.

According to the OSWER training coordinator, although management has
approved the management implementation plan, the policy document
was still under review as of May 8, 1987. This official voiced the opinion
that management's commitment to training will become evident when
management approves and decides on a level of funding to implement
the policy document.

Superfund employees need more training to help them effectively carry
out response actions, according to our survey and an EPA study. How-
ever, present Superfund training courses may have to be revised or new
courses developed if these needs are to be met.

EPA recognizes that it needs a more structured and organized training

program to better meet the training needs of Superfund employees.
Plans and policies have already been drafted to provide a focused and
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coordinated program, an improved training capacity, and stronger com-
mitment to training. If effectively implemented and funded, these plans
and policies should help resolve problems regarding course content and
delivery, organization and structure, and management commitment.

While training funds were scarce during fiscal year 1986, this appears
to have been a temporary problem associated with delays in the pro-
gram’s reauthorization. Superfund staffing was increased significantly
for fiscal year 1987. But unless these increases are used to relieve
employee work load, employees could still have a problem obtaining
needed training.

Recommendation

To meet present as well as future training needs, we recommend that the
Administrator, EPA, direct OSWER to implement its plans and proposed
policies for improving the Superfund training program.

ency Comments and
Our Evaluation

‘v
t
i
|
{

EPA's Acting Assistant Administrator (OPPE) stated that EPA has already
recognized the need for a more formal, structured national Superfund
training program intended to improve job performance and that efforts
are currently underway to implement our recommendation (see app. 1V).
He stated that 0SWER created the Office of Program Management and
Technology earlier this year, which has begun implementation of recom-
mendations in the OSWER Training Strategy and the Superfund work
force planning project. He added that training strategy recommenda-
tions are scheduled for full implementation in fiscal year 1988 and the
Superfund work force planning project recommendations are planned
for full implementation in fiscal year 1989.

In addition, the Acting Assistant Administrator stated that the Adminis-
trator is strongly committed to the recommended employee training and
technology transfer and has established a formal work group to examine
training and technology transfer activities Agency-wide. Furthermore,
he stated that the accomplishments in the Superfund program based on
the work group’s recommendations serve as models for the Agency.

We support EPA’s efforts to improve its Superfund training program. As

previously stated, these efforts, if effectively implemented and funded,
should resolve the problems we found.
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Survey of

PA Superfund Staffing and

Compensation—Current Employees

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Congress requires that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAD) review
employee turnover and staffing and
training needs in the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency's Superfund program. As
a current employee of the Superfund pro-
gram, your attitudes are important for
us to get a broad raepresentation of
views about this issue. Please take a
few minutes to fill out this question-
naire and return it In the enclosed
post-paid envelope. Your assistance is
very much appreciated.

Because we want your candid answers, we
are providing a pledgae of confiden-~
tiality. This means that your answers
will never ba reported in any way that
could fdentify you personally.

Tom Storm will ba glad to talk with you
If you have any questions about this
survey. Please call him at (FTS)
382-4326 or collect at (202) 382-4326.
If the return envelope Is misplaced,
please send your complaeted questionnaire
to:

Tom Storm

U.S. General Accounting Office
461 G Street NW, Room 4476
Hashingten, DC 20548

Your response within two weeks will halp
us avoid costly follow-up majlings,
Thank you for your help.

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SURVEY OF EPA SUPERFUND STAFFING AND COMPENSATION - CURRENT EMPLOYEES

(1-4)
1 (5
089341 (6-11)

1. Do you currently work in the
Super fund program an average of at least
eight hours per week? (CHECK ONE)

12)
N= 526

1, 100.0Yes - GO TO QUESTION 2

2. 0.0No (PLEASE EXPLAIN)

| If you checked 2, please STOP HERE |
| and return the questionnaire in tha |

|_envelopg provided, Thank you, |

2. Overall, how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you with your job in
the Suparfund program? (CHECK ONE)

(13)

N= 517
1.19.3 Very satisfied
2.55.7 Cenerally satisfled

3.13,7 Heither satisfied
nor dissatisfied

4. 8.7 Generally dissatisfied

5. 2.5 Very dicsatisfied
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3. How strongly do you agree or disagrea with the followling statementst (CHECK ONE
FOR EACH STATEMENT)

(16-20)

NCITHER
AGREE DOESH'T
STRONGLY GENERALLY HNOR GEMERALLY STRONGLY APPLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE T0 ME
(1) 2) (3) (4) (S) 6)

a, I 1ltke working for Superfund |
because of tho Ymportince of |
its misston, that Vs, workingl
toward a better cnvironment, |
N=525 {

b. My work environment allows mel

to conduct my dutles 'n a ]

|
|
l
]
1
|

W
o
.
o
-— o —

W
-
o
o

0.4

L

professional manner,
N=523

c. The amount of paperwork rao-
quired for my Job hurts the
progress of my Superfund

-
—
.

-~

19.3

N
w

|
_______L___-_____
. : 1 . :

ﬁro;ecis.
=525 g1
d. I spend too much time on workl
that should be done by |
clerical/adminislir-ative |
|
1

s e et
IERE

w
o

15.9

— - e b e e - —— e —— — —

staff.
N=522
e, The amount of time I have to |
complete my work is usually |
adequate, |
N=52 1
f£. My travel for Superfund kcepsl|
me away from home more than |

I like,
N=523

|
1
g. 1 atlend too many connunity |
1
1

2.9

-~
.
-

neetings,
N=524.

-
:
")

I S Sy R o e et

b e i o o o e . ——— e . o e — G — P e o —
~
[~

F
N
—_—»————I————L——_——
et
0
.
w
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4. Please indicate below how satisfied or dissatisfied you are at the prasent time
with each of tha following. (CHECK ONE FOR EACH ITEM)

(21-30)
HCITHER
SAT1SF1ED
VERY GENERALLY NOR GEMERALLY VERY DODESN'TY
SATIS= SATIS~ DISSATIS~- DISSATIS- DISSATIS= APPLY
F1ED F1ED FIED FIED FIED 70 ME
1) £2) (3) (4) ' (5)” (ﬂ4|
s. Your salary i f | | .
b. Fringe benaflits availablae] | ] | | | |
to you (Including retfre-] 9.2 | 54.3 | 15.9 1 155 1 4.6 1l 0.4 |
N=521__ment, Yeave, holidays) | 1 | | : :: =
c. Opportunities for | | 1 ] . 21.3 1.0
N520  promction 1 1.9 1 23.1 1 16.9 i 35.8 | 11 I
N.sz|d. Your Immediata ' 27.6 ' 42.8 l 13.8 l 8.8 l 6.9 Il 0.0 l
supervysop 1 1 1 [| 1 :: :
@. Amount of recoguition youl | | | |
recelve from EPA for good] 6.8 | 37.1 | 14.8 ] 274 13.7 4 0.2
N=526  \iork performance 1 i 1 1 1l |
f. EPA reglonal management | 4.7 I 32.1 1 26.3 I 20.4 1 9.0 Il g.5 |
N=520 i 1 1 1 1 11 :
g. Program guidance from | | ! | | )
N=524§ EPA_hradquariers 1 1.0 1 23.3 1 26.3 i 3.5 1] 1.1 14 6.9 |
h. Conditions of your | | | | i |= :
physical work environnent| | i | | | 0.0
N=525 {space, conditlon of | 3.2 | 24.2 | 1.0 | 26.1 | 35.4 ] |
facilities, elc,) 1 1 1 | 1 ” :
1. Utilization of your i | | | | 7.4 4.0
Na52$ Lechnlcal skill 1 6.3 1 50.3 { 17.3 1 14.7 | i1 |
J. Progress mada tn cleantng] 1 | 22 | 33.9 l 3.6 n 3.3
N=522_  yp hazardous waste | 2.1 | 241 1 4 1 M | 11 |
k. Please add any other aspects of your Job that you would like teo mention, (31)

63.9 - Had no comments
36.1 - Had comoents

N=526

5. During ithe next 12 months, do you
think you will scck cmployment oulside
of the Superfund programl (CHECK ONE)
N<525 (32)
1. 14,50cfinitely yes

2. 21.1 rcbably yes

5. 27.0Mcertain

6. 76.5F obably no

5. 10.9Definilrly no

&, Since you began working in the
Super fund progiram, have you applied for
or actively sought ermployment outsida of
tha Superfund pregram, including othepr
Jjebs at LA (CHECK ONE)
(33)
N=525

1.43.4 Yes -~ GO TO NEXT QUESTION

2.56.6 No -~ SKIP TO QUESTION 9
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T. How long age did you most recently
look for a Job outside of Suparfund,
oven If 1t was another EPA jobt! (CHECK
ONE)

N=223 (36)

$.67.56 wonlhs ago or less
2.19.37 to 12 months age
5. 9.613 to 24 months age

4. 3.5More than 2 years age

8, How much of a reason, if any, was each of the following In your decision

to look at other jobst (CHECK ONE FOR EACH ITEM) (35-45)
MAJOR MINOR HoT A DOES NOT
REASON REASON REASON APPLY T0 ME
(& D) (2) (3) (4)
4. Immediate Yncreasa In salary | | | H |
N=227 1 52.9 1 27.3 1 19.4 11 0.4 |
b. Betler benefils (retircuent, ] 1 | il |
tnsurance, elc.) | 1 I 1 1
17. 25.4 . 1.
N-228 AL W TR | BN
¢. More opportunity for future | I 1 i |
advancement | | ] 1 |
711.7 17.7 10.2 0.4
N=226 1] 1 } S § I |
d. Mew work locatlon 1 9.5 | 2008 1 s7.0 W 2.7 |
N=226 f | { 1 {
°. Chanﬁﬂ to another carces 1 15.6 I 1.5 | 64.3 I 3.6 |
N=2 | 1 1 11 |
f. Uncertainty over Superfund l | i i |
reauthortzation | 8.0 I 20.9 1 68.9 H 2.2 \
N-=225% 1 1 ) _u 1
9. Too many lovels of rovicw i I | ] i
N=226 \ 20.8 I 29.2 1 48.2 i 1.8 1
h. Too much paperiork 1 1 | 3! 1
= 0. . . 1.
N=226 1 20.8 1 28.8 1 49.1 T 3 l
i. w_ozzmsuch out-af-town travel jl 3.1 } 10.6 } 80.5 :J 5.8 :
J. To avoid cnposure to harardous | | | 1] 1
substances | 2.7 | 6.2 | 81.0 I BT 2 |
N=226 _ | 1 1 t |
k. To return to scheool l 1.8 | 2.7 I 79.2 1 16.4 |
N=22§ | 1] ! BERE U \

1. Are there any other voazens you lecked at other jobs?

55.5 - Had no comments
44.5 Had corunents

N=729
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9. How would you describe your morale
as & momber of the Superfund staff?}
(CHECK ONE) 697)
N=524

1. 9.9 Vory high

2, 36.1 High

3. 34.5 Average

4, 8. Lon

5. 4.8 Very low

6. 0.6 Uncertatn

7. 0.0 No basts te Judge

10, Are you employed full tima in the
Supaerfund program? (CHECK OHE)

N=526 (48)
1.74.0Yes - SKIP 10 12

2.26.0 Mo ~ GO TO MEXT QUESTION

11, Since Oclober {1, 1985, what
percentage of your reguvlar 60-hour work
week havae you spent on Superfund
activitliest (ROUND YO NEAREST HHOLE
PERCENTAGE)

N=]34 (49-51)
Range=,1-1.0

%2 of regular hours on Superfund

Mean= .59

Mediap= S0
12. How ngnya ours a ucck, on the

average, have you worhed overtime since
October 1, 19851 Glve patd and unpaid
extra hours scparately. (IF NONE, ENTER
2ERO AND SKIP TO QUESTION 15)

(52-53)
hours per woek pald overtime
N=412
Range=0-40 AND Meanul,71
Median=0
(54-55)
hours per week popatd cvertine
N-453 Mean=5.16 HMedianst
1 1F FULL-TINE SUPISEOED COPLOYEE |
b SNIC Yo QuisyvieN s

13. Of all the ovaertime hours you
roported in the previous quaestion, what
porcantage are for Suparfund Job
responsibllitiest (IF NONE, ENTER ZERO
AND SKIP YO QUESTION 15.)

(56-58)

A% % of pald overtime hours for
Super fund responsibilitics

AND

(59-61)

xR

Super fund responsibilitics

14, Ts {he number of hours that you
work tn excess of your regular duty

hours more {han you like, less than you

would like, or about {ho.r‘ght amount?
(CHECK ONE FOR EACH TYPE OF OVERTIME)

% of unpaid overtime hours for

(62-635)

PAID UKPAID

OVERTIHE OVERTIME

1. Much more than

| 1]

I lika Pk I P
2. Somciwhat mora than | 11

I like [l O T

5. About tha right e 1L,
amount | (]

4. Someuhat less than | Xk 11 *k
I would like } 1

5. Much less than I . 1 Xk
T would like ! |1

6. No basis to Judge : an | : Ak

|

not applicable

A4Data not reported due to problems with reliability.

5
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HORK LOAD

15. Overall, do you feel that your
current Superfund work load is too
heavy, too light, or just about rightt
{CHECK ONE)

N=522 (12)
1. 21.3 Huch ts0 haavy
2. 38.9 Somewhat too heavy

3. 30.7 Just about right

4, 6.7 Somcwhat too light

5. 0.8 Much too light

———— -

6. 7 pon't know; no basis to Judge

16. What Is the primary function of
your work unit? (CHECK ONE)

N=524 (13)

1. 8.8 Removal

2.19.1 Remecdial

5.23.5 Enforceoment

4. 5.2 Cmergeoncy response

S. 4.8 Ceneral Cecunsel

6. 4.6 Contractssgrants administration
7. 78 Program nanagement/support
8.13.0 Eavlronmontal services

9.13.4 Olhor (PLEASE SPECIFY)

17.

in your unit? (GIVE FULL-TIME
EQUIVALENT NUMBER. FOR EXAMPLE, 1F TWO
PEOPLE WORK HALF-TIME, COUNT THAT AS ONE
PERSON.)

N=507 Mean=13.21 (16-19)
Range=0-200 Median=10

18,

currently neceds additfonal employecest
(CHECK ONE)

N=522 (20
1. 62.3 pafinitely yes co T0
HEXT
2. 20.1probably yes QUESTION
5. 6:5Uncertaln

4.

5.

6.

19.

your unit needt (GIVE FULL-TIME
EQUIVALENT NUMBER, FOR EXAMPLE, 1F TWO
PEOPLE WORK HALF-TIME, COUNRT THAT AS ONE

PERSON.)
N=414 Mean=5.70 (21-25)
Range=.1-60 Median= 4§

DR (1-4)
25
089341 (6-11)

How many Superfund employees work

people

Do you feel that your unit

6.1 Frobably no
= SK1P 10 20

1.3 Definitely no

3.6 NO BASIS TO JUDGE

How many additional employces does

peoplae
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USE OF SKILLED PERSONNEL

20, For each type of skilled personnel listed below, please check column A teo
Indicate whether or not you need assistance from that type of person to accomplish
the Superfund tasks te which you are currently assigned. If you don't nead that type

of skilled personnel, skip to the next type.

If you do need that type, please choeck

column B to show whether or not obtalning the services of that type of porsonnal,
eithar from contractors or within EPA, has been a problem. (26-641)

| _IF COLUMN A IS "YES™, ANSHER COLUMN B |

(A) (n)

Is help from this Has obtaining help from
type of skilled such personnel been a

person needed for problem?
your taskst (CHECK ONE)
(CHECK ONE) MAJOR  MINOR  NOT A
YES NO PRODLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM
1 @ w 2) (3) |
a. Hydrolog! ! |
varolostst we4e2/336 : 73.6 : 26.2 ” 20.8 | 43.2 ] 36.0
LT 2454732
e. Toxlcologlst N=454/326 J| 72.0 : 28.0 ” 2.5 : 37.4 : 36. 0 :
d. CIvI englnear  y.134/243 : 56.0 : 44.0 ” 8.6 :24.7 J' 66.7 :
or Potlefgentochnical onglnoem-424/259 : 59.9 : 49.1 H 13.9 : 40.5 :45.6 :
f. Cngineering geologist y430/233 : 53.3 : 46.7 ” 10.3 1' 37.3 : 52.4 :
9. Chenist y.468/367 } 78.8 =21.z ” 19.9 : 3.9 :aa.z :
h. Chemical engincer N-430/238 : 55.3 : 44.7 ” 12.6 : 29.4 J' 58.0 :
t. Industrial hyglentist | ... It | ] |
N=413/176 ) 41,2 58.8 ) 205 33.0 , 46.6. 1

J. What other skilled personnel havae you had problems galning access to in order

to accomplish your Superfund taskst

59.0 - Had no comments
41.0 - Had comments

N=524

21. Sftnce January 1, 1956, how many
times, if any, did you have to delay
your Superfund tasks for a wcek or nore
because yeu could not get access lo
needed skilled persenncllt (1F HOKE,
ENTER ZERD.)

N=494

Range=0-100

Meau=4.04 Median=1
_. Unes siaece Januay 19356

(65-45)

(42)

22, Since January t, 1986, to what
extent, if any, has the lack of skilled
personnel caused you prolblems in
assuring the cuality of the Superfund
tasks on uhich you work? (CHLCK ONE)
N=512 (46)
. 12,7Great coxtent

2. 26.4MNcderale extent
3. 25.4Scrie oxntlont

G, 35.5UiltYe or no exteont
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23. Some paople have suggested 24. Doaes your reglon currently have
establishing a pool of tochnical experts such a pool of expaerts? (CHECK ONE)
(specialists) within each region te N=495 (48)
assist project managers in carrying out

their Superfund dutles. Hould you favor 1. 24.2 Yos

or oppose having such a poolt (CHECK

ONE) 2. 38.8 o

1. 39,0 Strongly favor 3. 18.4 Don't know

2. 29,2 Favor somewhat 4, 18.6 Do not work In a reglon

5, 10.2 Nefthar favor nor oppose
4. 7.9 Oppose somewhat

5. 3.8 Strongly oppose
6. 9.8 No basls to judge; don't know
TRAINING

25. Below Is a list of tasks for the Superfund program. For cach task, pleasae
Indicate In Column A whether or not you have primary responsibility forr that task.
If you ansuer "yes™ for column A, please desfgnate in column B whether your training
for thls task, fncluding on-the-job tratning (0JT), is at a level you feel you need

to ba comfortablae working on this task.
(49-60)

|_IF COLUMN A 1S "YES", ANSWER COLUMN B |

(A) (B)
Ts your level of training
Do you work for thts task more or
on this task? less than needed?
(CHECK ONE) (CHECK ONE)
MORE THAN ABOUT LESS THAN
YES NO NHEEDED RIGHT NECDED
REMEDIAL TASKS! 8} (2) ) (2 (3
3. Preliminary assessnent | l | I | 1
K= 455/131 _128.8 )71.2 | 10.7 | 62.6 | 26.7 )
b, Site Inspoction 1 l 1 1 1 |
N=455/137 _1.30.1169.9 14 8.8 1 62.0 | 29.2 \
c. RIZFS .y | l | | 1 1
N=448/218 1 49-bl50n4 ] 5.5 1 58.7 R 35.8 \
4. Renmedial design N=440/179 i 1 i | | |
1.40.759.3 |y 1.7y 27,9 1704 )
e, Renedial actlon Nnbh3/197 | | I ! 1 |
T | 44.5,55.5 1) 2.5 | 3.5 | 60.9
f. Oversight of fodeeal facilitics | | 11 i 1 |
__ N=429/8% _ _ ___.____ - 200800 gy 36 p %4 R0
CCONYIHUED O NENT 1A¢D) s
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(CONTLNUED [KUM FRLVIOUS FAGE) (61-84)
\_IF_COLUMN A IS "YES"., ANSWER COLUMN B |
tA) (s)
Is your level of tratning
Do you work for this task moro or
on this task? less than neecded?
(CHECK ONE) (CHECK ONE)
MORE THAN ADOUT LESS THAN
YES NO NEEDED RIGHT NEEDED
REMOVAL TASKSE (1) (2) (1) 2) (3)
9. Remeval Investigatlon y.,51/126 gz lrie 11 52 sz | s |
h. Rewoval actlon { I ¥ ] ] ]
N=449/133 129.6 170.4 |} 3.8 4 53.4 ) 42.9 |
¥. On-scene monitortng and oversight | i " 1 I |
N-448/146 133.0 {67.0 |} 3.4 ) 5S4 652
DTHER TAGKSS
. G
1. Controcts managenent (647302 Yesolua W 63 1 555 ] e }
k. Tdentificatt PRP I
entification of PRE @ 438/189 'Lu.s }56.4 H 2.1 J' 60.8 ;| 37.0 }
1. Oversight of PRP i ] 11 ] | |
N=442/197 1 45.2 ]54.8 n 4.1 | 58.9 | 37.1 |
. N
m egotiations/settlements N-442/237 : S6.1 :145.9 :: 5.1 L53_6 Ll.l.l. :
n, Adninfstrative ordera N=440/208 }‘.7_5 }52.5 H 5.3 } 61.1 J' 33.7 :
o. legal case development . ) ] I ] 50.3 1 45.7 |
N=439/197 llﬂi.9.55.| T 4-|4l 1 I
p- Cost recovery | | H 3.5 | 48,0 | 8.6 |
N=431/173 |100.6 |59.4 0" L h I
q. State programa and lialseon N=636/211 148.6 :5|.4 H 2.8 J| 59.2 : 7.9 :
r. Legal consultatfon - [} 1 " ] ] |
N-424/125 129.7 170.3 ) 2.4} 69.6 ) 28.0 4
s. Please describae any othaor tasks for which you think you need additfonal training.
N=524 (55)

72.9 - Had no comments
27.1 ~ Had comrenta

26. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with tha on-1he-Job training you reccived
in the Superfund pregram? (CHECK OKE)

N=522 (86)
1. 12.3Very satisficd
2. 31.4 Somerhat =atisflced
5. 23, 6MNeither vatinfliced nar discatisficed
4. 22.8 %oncthat dirnatinficd

5. 10.0Ve,y diz=atiaficd
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Survey of EPA Superfund Staffing and
Compensation—Current Employees

27. Please glve the number of courses
and number of class days for the EPA
training courses you attended in FY 1985
and FY 1986 that ware related to your
duties In the Superfund program. (ROUND
CLASS DAYS TO NEAREST HHOLE NUMBER)
(37-92)

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

COURSES CLASS DAYS

| N=407 1IN=2g5. |

FY85(0ctober 1984 - Range=0-10lange=u-yp
Septembor 1985)fedian=2 Median=s )
(9; 98)

N=466 F 5
FY36(Octobor 1935 - msa"o 14 3"86=° 130

Sopteubar 1986)Wfedian~2 ﬂ“’{aﬂ}(

29. Below are same reasons that are sometl

28. Now, please assess the ovaerall
usefulness of the EPA sponsored courses
that you raported in the previous
question. How satisfied or dissatisfied
are you with these courses for improving
your performancs of Superfund taskst?
(CHECK ONE)

N=475 (e

1. 8.4 Vary satisfied
2.49.5 Generally satisfled

5.14.9 Hoither satisficd
nor dissatisflied

G.13.5 Generally dissatisfied
5. 3.6 Very dissatisfied

6.10.1 No basts to Judge

mes given o explain why necded trraining

§a not obtained by employces. Please check the box that describes how true or not
each statement 1s for you personally. (CHECK ONE FOR EACH STATENCNT)

(100-106)

VERY SOMEWHAT NOT NO BASIS

TRUE TRUE TRUE T0 JUDGE
() 12) ¢3) (&)
a. Budget restrictions keep ma from takling 1 ! | " 1
____the courses I noed, N=506 1 20.4 ] 35.8 1 36.2 |_L_____ !
b. My work lcad I3 too heavy to allow me tlual 134, s | 42,4 1 20.9 B 2.2 |
to lake courscs, W¥=507 1 1 1 11 |
e¢. The courses I need are not available at | | 1 " \
£PA, N=507 " L 20.5 L743-6 1 29.2 1) 6.7 \
d. My Immedfata supervisor lacks the time to | | | ) |
provide the 0JT I need, N=502 g 133 g 220y 560 gy 86
o, Management I3 not committed to training | | i 1 i
couis =510 3 10.6 1 21.0 1 62.4 I 6.1 :
f. The courses effercd ara not ] 1 | 1l
. . 41 .
well-publicized, N3 ALY WAL NRL S | B
9. The cournes offered by EPA are not | 9.7 | 40.3 i 40.5 1 9.5 |
—_spacific 4o Suporfund tasks, N= 504 1 [} 1 1t l
h. Are there any othor reasons that you cannot cbtain the training you need?
N=522 (107)

74.9 - No ceoments
25.1 - Couwncnts

10
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Survey of EPA Superfund Staffing and
Compensation—Current Employees

BACKGROUND

30, Do you currently work at EPA
headquarters or In an EPA reglont
(CHECK ONE)

(12)
N=526
1. 16.3 Hoadquartoers
2,75.1 Reglon

3, 8.6 Other (PLEASE SPECIFY)

31. Please check the category that best
describes your current role or function
In the Supaerfund program. (CHECK ONE)
N=521 (13-16)

1. 24.0 Remedlal/cnforcement
project manager

2. 12.9Branch, scction, or unit chief
3. g,20n-scene coordinator

4. |.zHealth specialist

5. 11.51egal counsel/speclallst

6. 2.75ite tuvestlgation officar

7. 2.7Publle affalrs/communications
speclalist

8. 5.4 Contracts administcator/
specialist

9. ‘0'2labora!ory manager/techniclaon

10, .5 Informatllon nonagement
speciallist

11. 18.80ther (FLEASE STLCITY)

DU (1-4)
3 (5
089341 (6-11)

32, Arse you currently in a supervisory
or nonsupervisory positiont (CHECK ONE)

N=524 (15)

1. 20.8Supervisory -~ How many people
report directly
Range=1-60 to you?
Mean=11.4] (16-20)
Median=9
peopla

2. 79.2Nonsuparvisory

35, lhich of the following academic
arcas of study, if any, describe your
scientific background. (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY)

(21-27)

1. 5.1 Toxicology
2.15.8 Ecology
5.10.8 itydrology
9.13.7 Ceology
5.31.6 Chemistiry

6.40,7 Other scicnce specialty
(FLEASE SPECIFY)

NO SCIENCE SPECIALTY

34, Hew many total yecars have you

worked foir the federal government,

Tncluding military service? (ROUND 10

RCAREST YEAR)

N=523 Mean=9.48 Range=1-40 (28-29)
Median<8

years
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Compensation—Current Employees

35. Hew many years have you worked for
EPAT (ROUND TO NEAREST YEAR)

N=520 Range=1-28
Meane7? .osn.He!Ihn-G

ysars

(30-31)

36, Hou long have you worked tn the
Superfund programt (CHECK ONE)

N=522 (32)
1. 3.1 § months or less

2.10.37 %o 12 months

3.23.4 13 to 24 months

§.41.6 25 months to S years

5.21.6 pyer § ycars

37. Ihat s your present GS grade and

serfest

N=515 Range=4-15 (33-37)
cs- 12 SERIES Average
N=291
38. In what year were you born?
R=516 Ranga=1916-1964 (38-39)
51 Median
19

39. Hhat Vs your sex? (CHECK ONE)
N=5135 (40)

1.33.0 Fomale

2.67.0 Male

faf:089341:1/86

12

40, HWhat {s» your aethnlc background?
(CHECK ONE)

(41)
N=514

1.88.5 ite
2. 5.6 Dlack
5. 2.1 Hispanie

§. 0.0 Amorfcan Indians
Alaslcan Natfve

s. 2.7 asian

6. 1-0 gther (PLEASE SPECIFY)

41. Thank you for your help. Pleasa
add any comments you wish tn the spoce
below. y_ 576

66.5 - No comments
33.5 -~ Cowments

(62)
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Survey of Former Superfund Employees

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SURVEY OF FORMER SUPERFUND EMPLOYEES

INTRODUCTION (1-9)
1 (5
0893461 (6-11)
The U.S. Congrass requires that the Gan-
oral Accounting Office (GAO) ravieu

employee turnover In the Environmental 1. Did you leave the Superfund program
Protection Agency's Superfund program to take another jJob, either at EPA or
and tha extent to which employees laft aelsewheral? (CHECK ONE)

to take Jobs for better pay and (12)
benefits. As a former Superfund N=117

amployee, we'd like to find out your 1. 100 Yes -— SKIP TO QUESTION 3
reasons for leaving the Superfund pre-

gram, the type of work you subsequently 2. 0 Mo -~ GO TO HEXT QUESTION

took, and what might have been done dif-
farently to encourage you to stay. Bae-

\
|
\
| cause we want your candid opinfons, all 2. If you did not leave to taka another
responses are confldential. Your Job, then why did you leave the
answers will never bae reported 1n any Super fund Program? (CHECK ONE)
way that could identify you persenally. 13)
Ha need your response to represent 1. £ ] Retired
formaer employees of tha Suparfund pro-
gram. He hopa you can take a few 2. [ ] Fired
' minutes to fill out this questionnaire
| and return 1t In the enclosed postage— 3. [ 1 Medical reasons
! pald envelope. Your help is greatly
! appreclated. 6. [ 1 Returned to school
Your response within two weeks will help 5. [ J Didn't leave,
us avold costly follow-up mailings. still work for Superfund
Please call Tom Storm collect at (202)
; 382-4326 if you have any questions about 6. [ 1 Other (PLEASE SPECIFY)

this survey. I1f the return envaelope is
misplaced, please send your completed
questionnalre tot

U.S. Genoral Accounting Office
441 G Streat NH, Room 4476
Hashington, DC 20548

STOP HERE since you did not leave |
Superfund tn order to take another |
Job., Please return the question- |
Thank you for your healp, naire in the envelope provided. |

|

Thank you,

|
i
Mr. Tom Storm
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Survey of Former Superfund Employees

5, Hhat was the month and year that you
left Suparfund? (GIVE THO-DIOIT
EQUIVALENY, JANUARY=01, ETC.)

=113 (14-17)
(THO DIGITS) (THO DIGITS)
(MONTH) (YEAR)

4. Aftoer leaving the Superfund program,
whora did you work naxt? (CHECK ONE)

N-116 (18)
1.44.8 Private sector

2. 7.8 State’local government
3. 1.7 Acadenla
4. 7.8 Another foderal agency

5.31.9 Another offlce or program area
within EPA

8. 6.0 Othar (PLEASE SPECIFY)

| In Questlons 5-9, please refar |
| to the Job you toock !mmedi- |
|__ately after leaving Supecfund._ |

5. Did that job Job relate to tha area
of hazardous wasta management? (CHECK
ONE)

N=116 (19

1.71.6 Yen
2.28.4 No

6. Ara yeu still at that job? (CHECK
ONE)

N-116 (20)
1.90.95 Yos

2. 9,9 He

7. Has that Job full-time or part-time?
(CHECK ONE)

N=116 (21
1.100.0Full-time

2. 0.0Part-time

8. Did your annual basae salary
(excluding overtima) increase, decrease,
or remaln about tha sama at that Job?
(CHECK ONE)
VS fncreased  --00 TO NEXT

QUESTION

(22)

2. 30.25tayed about the same
-= SKIP TO QUESTION 10

3. 4.3 Decreased -~ SKIP TO QUESTION 10

9. Approximately how much of a yearly

fncrease in base pay did you recelve at

that Job? (ROUND TO MEAREST THOUSAND)
N=76 R=1/22 Mean=7.40 Median=3"2%)

$ 6,000 increase in basae pay

10. Did your benefits Increase,
decrease, or stay about tha same at that
Job? (CHECK ONE FOR EACH TYPE

OF BENEFLT) (25-29)

STAYED
INCREASE SAME DECREASE
1y (2) _ (3)

28.7 i§6-5 :IA.B

a, Rotirement

N=}15

| |
- 1 |
b, Vacation ] I | |
N-116 | 11.2 156.0 132.8 1
. Si 1
c. Sick leava : 1.2 1]1.6 :|7.z !
N=116 '
d. Medical | | | {
insurance I 40.0 Vs3.9 | 6.1 |
N=11} ) 1 1 ]
A | | i |
tnsurance 1 42.9 153.6 | 3.6 |
N-112 Pt
€. that other benefils increased or
decreoaced?
N-115 G0

40.9 pecrcent had comrents
58.3 percent had no conments
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Survey of Former Superfund Employees

11. The following statoments may or may not describe reasons why you chose to leave
the Supaerfund program. For each statement, please tell us in column A how much of a
reason 1t was for your decialon to leave. If you check "major” or "minor™ reason in
column A, pleasa tell us In column B whether or not you would have stayed at
Suparfund 11 the factor had changed te your satisfaction.

(31-50)
| If "MAJOR®™ or "MINOR®™ REASON in |
| as olum [

C(A) (B)
How much did thls Would you have stayed if this face
factor contribute tor had changed positively for yout
to your leavingt (CHECK ONE)
(CHECK ONE)

DEFI- PROB- PROB- DEFI=
MAJOR MINOR NOT A NITELY ABLY UNCER- ADLY NITELY

REASON REASON REASON YES - YES TAIN NO NO

(5] (2) (3) 13 2) _ (3) (%) (5)
a., Immedlate Increasa | | | N } 1 | ] |
tn salary {140.0 | 22.6 | 37.4 || 22.9 140.0 [18.6 ] 11.4 | 7.1}
N=115/70 1 1 1 tl 1 1 1 I I
b. Better benefits | | | 1] | l | | I
(rotirement, ! gz s s tasa s ! 27.6 1 1003 )
{nsurance, etc.) | 7.0 | 19. | I | | | | |
N=114/29 1 1 1 ) i 1 1 1 |
¢, More opportunity for | | | 11 | | ] | :

future advancement | | l H I | | 8 BER
Ne114/90 I66-1 | 15.8 | 17.5 N 37.8 l36 .7 l 4 I 7 h 1
d. Now work location | i | ] |3 3 ' | 22.2 I 5 6'
N=113/36 | 21.2 1 13.3 h 65.5 " 19.4 3. | l 2, |
e. Pxcesslve work load | | | I | laoe | 2 I .41
N=114/34 1 19.3 | 12.3 { 68.4 T 14.7 l38 .2 | l 3.5 \ .9 |
f. Change to anothaer | ! t 1 I ] i | |
careas i I | i e Y21 ! 2111 1005 )
N=114/19 \ 10.9 | 8.8 \ 80.7 i 10.5 l ] . 1 I.lJ -Sl
9. EPA reglcnal i | | ] | | : | :

managemant ! ! ! 2 " 30.8 5! ' 13.5 W
N=114/52 P28t g 1943 4 326 1283 113 1 |
h. Program guidanca from| | | il | | | ] |
EPA headquarters ! | 1 I | I 2. | 2 | 4.7 l
N=114/43 1 19.3 ) 19.3 1 61.4 T 11.6 |27-'9 13 6 \ 3.3 ) 7
V. Improvemant in | | | ] | | } I |
physical work | 1 | I I | | 1 :

cnvironment (space, | | 1 I 7 |2 | .5 | 30.0 i 5.0
conditfon of | 167 | 20:2  63:2 ) 17052504223, | 1
facilitles, etc.) | | | i1 i | | | |
N=) 14/40 | 1 | H I 1 1 1 |
J. Deslre for lesa ! | 1 1l | 1 | | |
cut-of-toun travel 1 3.5 | 6.V | 90.4 If 30.0[20.0}40.0] 10.0] 0.0]
N=114/10 | 1 I H .11 |

(CONTTRUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Survey of Former Superfund Employees

(CONTINUVED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE)

How much did this
factor contribute

(51-64)

| If "MAJOR"™ or "MINOR"™ REASON in

|__column A, please fill out column B, |

to your leaving?
(CHECK ONE)

(CHECK ONE)

Hould you have stayed if that fac-
tor had changed positively for youl

DEFI~ PROB-~ PROB- DEFX-
MAJOR MINOR NOT A NITELY ABLY UNCER- ABLY NITELY
REASON REASON REASON YES YES TAIN NO NO
1) (2> (3) (1) (2) 3) %) (5)

k. Problons with. | | | 1] | 1 1 | 1
Tmmedlate supervisor | | 1 1 i | | 1 l

24 A | 16.5 | 15.7 | 67.8 || 27.037.8]18.9]10.8 | 5.6 |
N=115/31 1 1 1 1 1 | I R

1. Teo much paperwork | | ] n | | | . |
N=114/41 {1 15.8 | 21.9 | 62.3 11_12.2126.8141.510117,% | 2.4 |

m, TYoa many Internal i ! | 1] | | !
and external reviews | 23.5 | 18.3 | 58.3 | 9.1]40.9129.5}15.9 | 4.5 |
N=115/44 1 1 1 I | 1 1 1 |

n. Disilluslonment with | ] i 1] 1 | | ! 1
EPA's progress in ] l ] I | | | | !
cleantng up | 22.6 | 23.5 | 53.9 || 26.5]32.7[28.6]10.2 | 2.0 |
hazardous waste | I | I} I I | | )
R=115/49 1 1 | I 1 1 1 1 I

o. To avoid exposurae %o | | | i 1 | | | |
hazardous substances l 0.0 { 2.6 I 97.4 11 0.0 ] 33.3 1 66.7 | 0.0 | 0.0 |
R=115/3 1 1 | il i 1] 1 1 |

p. Poor utilizatlon of | | | ] | | i | |
your techalcal skills| 22.8 | 26.3 | 50.9 |} 30.8]40.4}19.2] 9.6 | 0.0 |
N=]14/52 1 1 | 11 1 1 i | 1 |

q. Poor clerVcalzadmin~- | | | 1] | { i | |
Istrative support § 19.0 | 21.7 | 59.1 [] 16.3]23.3|30.2]27.9 | 2.3 |
Na=115/43 i | 1 | 1\ 1 1 1 |

r. Are there any other reasons you left Superfund?

N=113 (65)

47.8 - Had no comments
52.2 - Had comments
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12, Overall, do you believe that your
Superfund work load was too much, too
l1ttle, or about right? (CHECK ONE)

(66)
N=117

1.14.5 Much too much

2.28.2 Too much

3.42.7 About right

6.12.0 Too little

5. 2.6 Much too 1little

6. 0.0 No basts to Judge

18, Hhan you left the Superfund
program, how long had you werked for the

federal government, fncluding military
servical (ROUKD TO NEAREST YEAR)

N=116 Range=0-29

Mean=7.92
1 __years Median

(67-68)

14. Mhen you laft Superfund, how leng
had you worked for EPA? (ROUND TO
NEAREST YEAR)

N~116 Range=0-21 €69-70)

Meag=5.
5-8 years Me3tan%4

15. Honx long did you work for the
Superfund program? (CHECK OHNE)

N=116 %)
1. 6.9 § ronths or lass

2.13.8 7 to 12 months
5.25.0 13 to 24 monthe

4.54.3 25 nonths to S yoars

16. When you last worked for Superfund,
did you work at EPA headquarters or In
an EPA regiont (CHECK ONE)

N=117

1. 21.4 Headquarters

(12)

2. 73.5Reglon

3. S.l0thaer (PLEASE SPECIFY)

17. Pleaso check tha category that best
describes your role or function Tn the
Super fund program, (CHECK OHNE)

N=117 (73-74)

1. 31.6Project managaer
(remedial/enforcement)

2. 14.5Branch, section, or unit chief
3. 4.30n-scena coordinator

4. 1.7Health specialist

5. 15.4legal counsel/specialist

6. 1.75ite lnvestigation officer

7. 2.6Public affalrs/communicatlions
specialist

8. 2.6Contracts administrators
specialist

9. 2.6laboratory managerstechniclan

10. 1.7 Information managenment
specialist

11, 21.4 Other (PLEASE SPECIFY)
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18, Hhich of the following academic

areas, If any, describe your sclaentific

background? (CHECK AlL THAT APPLY)
(75-81)

N=117

1. 6.8Toxfcology N=8

2. 14.5€Ecology N=17

3. 11, 1Hydrology N=13

4. 12.0Ce0logy N=14

5. 26.5Chemistry N=3}

6. 45.30thar sclence speclalty NaS3
(PLEASE SPECIFY)

7. 27.4N0 SCIENCE SPECIALTY Na32

19. Overall, how satisfled or
dissatisfled were you with your position
In the Superfund program? (CHECK ONE)

(32)
N=117

1. 19.7Very satisfled
2. 41.9Cenerally satisfied

3. 6.8Natther satisflod
nor dissatisfled

4. 25.CCenerally dissatisfied

5. 6.8Very dissatisfled

20. HWhat was your grade levael and step
when you a) began working in the
Superfund program, b) laft the program,
and ¢) currently, if applicable. If
currently working but not for the
fedaral governmant, please enter your
current annual base salary.

3) Hhan you Jolined Superfunds

Range=3-15 €83-84)
6S grade _ 12 Median
N=113
b) When you left Superfunds
Range=4-15
(85-86)

GS grade _12 _ Median
N=112
¢) Currentlys

Range=6-15 (87-83)
GS grade 13 Median
N=43
OR
Range=$11,000-$90,000
ge=sll, 390, (89-91)
Salaryt § 45,500 per yaar
N=7%R
If not currently employed, pleasa
check this boxt (92)
N=5
21 Hhat 1= your sext
(93)
N=116
1. 72.4Male

2. 27 .6Femala
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22. What s your ethnic background? 25. In what yoar were you bornt
(CHECK ONE). (95-96)
N=117
(99 52 Medi
N=]17 1,_ e an
1. “.6 Hhite
2, 6.0Black 24, Thank you for your help. If you
have any other comments, please write
3. 1.7Hispanle them In the space balow.

(97
4, 0.0Amerfcan Indlans

50.9 - Had o ts
Alaskan Native a¢ no commen

49.1 - Had comments

5, 1.7astan

6. 0.00ther (PLEASE SPECIFY)

faf:089341:1/86
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Turnover in State Superfund Programs

i In 7 of the 12 states we contacted, state officials said that they had a

| problem with employee turnover. Pay was seen as an important factor

: in employee decisions to leave but other factors, such as better fringe

! benefits, promotion opportunities, and job security, also were important.
\ Turnover also caused delays in carrying out the state’s Superfund pro-
gram, including the state’s participation in the federal Superfund

| program.

States in which officials saw a turnover problem included California,
Florida, Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. It was
not, however, considered a problem in Massachusetts, Michigan, Minne-
sota, New York, and Wisconsin.

Table II1.1 shows the quit rates for fiscal years 1985 and 1986 for 10 of
\ the 12 states we contacted. We were not able to obtain all the data
needed to compute these rates for either California or New York. The
| data are presented for information purposes only. Comparisons should
\ not be made between states, as we were not able to obtain consistent
| data for all the states. For example, some states were able to provide
ﬁ data specifically for their Superfund program, whereas the data for
; New Jersey are for the state’s entire hazardous waste management pro-
ﬂ gram. Other inconsistencies may also exist.
Table (I1.1: Quit Rates for Hazardous ]

Waate{Superfund Activities for Selected Quit rates for fiscal year
States State 1985 1986
| Flonda 305 131
| lnos 30 18
‘ Inhana 1000 125
| Massachusells %6 165
} Michigan 1.9 15
| Minnesota o 6.0 5.1
( New Jerseyﬁ o - 88 64
: Oho T 175 24.6
| ponnsyvana S 31
| Wisconsin o0 0.0

2Not available

According to the data provided by those state officials reporting turn-

\ ‘ over to be a problem, about half of the employees who left in fiscal
years 1985 and 1986 did so to take jobs in the private sector. These state

\ officials generally cited many of the same factors rated by former EPA

‘ employees as reasons for leaving the Superfund program (see ch. 3),
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with pay increases and promotion opportunities being the two most fre-
quently mentioned.

Below are some examples of the comments we obtained from state offi-
cials reporting a turnover problem, including the impact this turnover
has had on states’ Superfund activities.

An Indiana official attributed turnover there to the low salaries and
stated that turnover delays ongoing projects and impairs the state’s abil-
ity to fully respond to its own and EPA's projects.

An Ohio state official said that turnover caused delays because of the
down time associated with vacant positions, recruiting, and training.

In Illinois, a state official considered the state to be a training ground for
EPA's Chicago Regional Office.

Turnover in Florida was also attributed to low salaries, but a state offi-
cial there said that pay increases for the state’s environmental employ-
ees may soon help alleviate this problem. According to the official,
turnover slowed the state’s program because quality was not sacrificed
to speed up completions. Turnover also resulted in a loss of project con-
tinuity and increased training costs.

In New Jersey, a state official told us that the state’s Superfund pro-
gram had lost 5 to 6 professionals to contractors just since SARA was
authorized, and that Superfund turnover was presently 15 percent—
300 percent higher than the rate for all state environmental employees.
This official stated that turnover resulted in lower productivity until
new employees could be trained, which takes about 2 years.
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Comments From the Environmental
Protection Agency

Note: GAO comments
supplementing those in the
report text appear at the

#1 €D By

end of this appendix. L
j ; A% 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
{mj WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
! ""L md“("
|
OFFICE OF
! SEP | 1987 POLICY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION

Mr. Hugh J. Wessinger

Senior Assoclate Director
Resources, Community and

! Economic Development Division
‘ Genaral Accounting Office

! 441 G Street, N.W.

‘ washington, D.C. 20548

Deaar Mr. Wessinger:

I am responding to your lerter of July 13 transmitting
the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, "Superfund:
Improvements Needed In Workforce Management"” (GAO/RCED-87-154).
\ In accordance with Public Law 96-226, the Environmental Protection
] Agency (EPA) reviewmd and provides the following comments on the
! report. The comments are divided in two parts: comments on the
| report’'s recommendations and comments on the information presented
in the reaport.

Comments on the recommendations

The draft report recommends that EPA examine the costs
and benefits of using more objective techniques to determine
staffing requirements in the Superfund program. EPA has already
‘ conductad a Work Force Planning Study by procuring the services

of a highly reputable contractor. The contractor, in fulfilling

‘ the stated obligations, conducted the work using accepted techniques
! and processes to accomplish the study. The Office of Solid
Wasta and Emargency Response (OSWER) did not request the contractor
to use additional forecasting techniques when conducting the
' study because such techniques must be project specific and are
| difficult to develop when applied to a newly reauthorized program
that has yet to be implemented.

\ The second recommendation in the draft report concerns

\ the use of productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness

\ of Superfund work force size and skill mix. EPA believes that

fulfillment of this recommendation would be impractical to

\ carry out as each slte is unique. Each Superfund cleanup site

hae 1its individual characteristics that are nor comparable to
another site, including such factors as geology, hydrology,

Seeco%nmntt contaminants, volume, and public involvement.

|

Page 105 GAO/RCED-88-1 Superfund Work Force Issues



Appendix IV
Comments From the Environmental
Protection Agency .

Seb comment 2
|

-2-

The report's third recommendation concerns the implementation
of plans and proposed policles for improving Superfund training.
EPA has already recognized the need for a more formal, structured
national Superfund training program intended to improve job
parformance.

Efforts are currently underway to implement recommendations
in the GAO draft raport. OSWER established the Office of Program
Management and Technology to implement concurrently the recom-
mendations contalned in the OSWER Training Strategy and the
Superfund Work Force Planning Study. Full implementation of the
OSWER Training Strategy recommendations is scheduled for FY 1988
and the recommendations in the Superfund Work Force Planning
Study are scheduled for implementation in FY 1989.

Comments on the report

staffing Shortages

--Background

The draft report states that the Superfund program was under-—
staffed "by as much as 600 full-time employeas in early 1987."
I would like to provide some background information regarding the
period before reauthorization, in order to provide a context for
the changes in the program's staffing levels in FY 1986 and FY 1987.
I would also like to comment on the timing of the GAO survey and
discuss how that may have skewed some of the data relied on in
this draft report.

While awaiting the reauthorization of CERCLA taxing authority,
which expired on September 30, 1985, the Administrator implementad
the Superfund Contingency Plan effective August 14, 1985. This
Plan was designed to conserve dwindling Superfund resocurces and.
retain and protect the program's staff. The basic strategy
underlying the Contingency Plan was to maintain emergency response
capability, bring ongoing remedial activity underway to a logical
stopping point, and support the contract and personnel infrastructure
to the maximum extent practicable so that program momentum could
be restored quickly following reauthorization. As part of the
Plan, a hiring freeze was put into effect for ~ight months from
August 15, 1985 through April 1986 while the Agency awailted
Congressional action on reauthorization. Budgeting was done on
a month-to-month basis.
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Superfund Reauthorization was enacted on October 17, 1986,

! more than a year after the Contingency Plan was implemented.
This was the time period in which GAO chose to conduct its
survey. In early 1987, the Agency was moving away from the

! constraints of the Contingency Plan in order to regain program

! momentum. At this time the Regions were indeed understaffed due
to the delay in reauthorization. The Agency lapsed 173 Full
Time Equivalents (FTEs) in FY 1986 because of the overall
uncertainty concerning Superfund reauthorization.

‘ In anticipation of the large workload and hiring increase

! that was facing EPA, the Agency initiated the Superfund Work Force
Planning Project in November 1985. The project produced a Phase II
Report in June 1986 which identified the skills Superfund employees
\ would need. Subsequently, the Superfund Recruitment Task Force

was established in October 1986. The Task Force, lead by the
Personnel Management Division, marshalled Headquarters and Reyional
expertise to develop a strategy to hire the additional 600 FTts
provided in FY 1987 and 300 FTEs in FY 1988. The objective was

| to identify qualified and skilled people and assist EPA managers

in hiring and retaining them. The first major initiative of the
Task Force was to encourage the Superfund program managers to
begin hiring up to their FY 1986 ceiling, which, due to the
uncertainity of reauthorization and the hiring freeze, had not

| been done. The Task Force did this in order to assist the Agency
in gaining momentum after a period of inactivity and increase

our ability to absorb 90U Superfund workyears over a two year
period.

r Development of the FY 1967-1988 Superfund budgets occurred
‘ between October 1986 and January 1987, with submission to the

' Uffice of Management and Budget in early December 1986. By
January, the Agency had done a thorough review to evaluate the
likely impacts that the new SAKA amendments would have on our

‘ program priorities and planned workload.

\ In February 1987 the Regions received their Superfund work-
\ year ceilings for FY 1987. The GAO final report should rnote that
the Agency prepared budget and workforce estimates for FY 1987
\ and 1988 in less than half the usual time allotted for budget
Seeconrnanl3. formulation and preparation.

\

--FY 1987 Positions Going Unfilled
\

i The GAO draft report states that "EPA expects that a con-
siderable number of its full-time positions will go unused
during FY 1987". GAO states that 773 FTE positions were

unfilled at the beginning of FY 1987. This figure was derived
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by subtracting the number of superfund FTEs used in FY 1986

(1643 FTEs out of a ceiling of 1616) from the ceiling appropriated
to EPA for FY 1987 (2416 FTLs). GAO stated that EPA would use
only 300 FTks out of the 733 FTEs. In fact, according to a

July 31, 1987 FTE Utilization report by the Comptroller of LPA,
the Agency will use 535 FTEs out of those 773 FTEs. This would be
235 more FTEs than the GAO projections.

Furthermore, as a result of the major recruiting campaign
conducted by Headquarters and the kegions, EPA now expects toO
have 2500 Superfund employees on-board by the end of FY 1987.
In FY 1988, if the current pace of hiring continues, the Agency

; will be very close to full utilization of its request of 2716
See comment 4. workyears.

--Turnover Rates

The draft report states that the Superfund turnover rate
surpassed federal turnover rates in FY 1986. According to GAO,
advancement opportunities were cited as the most significant
reason for Superfund employees leaving the Superfund program.

The GAO report should also cite that the delays in reauthorization
and the consequent uncertainty regarding the future of Superfund
See comment 5 also affected the program's ability to retain key staff.

The report should note that as a way to address the "advance-
ment" issue, guidance has been issued by the Agency's personnel
‘ office that permits promotion for occupations such as Superfund
1 Regional Project Manager/On-Scene Coordinator to the GS-13 and

i 14 levels in the Regions. Twenty-five such positions are currently

SchmﬂmentG. in place and more are being considered.

; Staffing Skills and Training

The GAO report needs to state that the Superfund Work Force
Planning project was conducted in anticipation of the Superfund
Amendments and keauthorization Act (SARA) to identify the types of
occupations and requisite skills needed to perform Superfund tasks.
This point is not brought out in the report. The report should
also state that the Office of Solid Waste and Emergen¢y Response
(OSWER) has established an implementation work group which will
advise the Assistant Administrator for Solid Waste and Emergency
Response of the best methods to incorporate project recommendations
into existing management systems, including the identification of
See comment 7 8kill requirements in determining staffing requirements.
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Earlier this year, OSWER created the Office of Frogram

| Management and Technology to implement recommendations in the

Office of Solid waste and Emergency Response (OSWEk) Traininyg

‘ Strategy and the Superfund Work Force Planning Study. Implementation
[ of these recommendations is underway. The Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response Training Strategy recommendations are scheduled
for full implementation in FY 1968 and the Superfund Work Force
Planning Project recommendations are planned for full implemenation
in FY 1989. Administrator Lee Thomas is strongly committed to the
recommended employee training and technology transfer; in fact,

he has established a formal workgroup to examine training and
technology transfer activities agencywide. Accomplishments in the
Superfuna program based on the work group's recommendations serve

Seecombmntﬁ. as models for the Agency.
\

The GAO report states that EPA is reviewing a project
} recommendation concerning employee retention issues which called
for improving Superfund compensation through bonuses and added

\ fringe benefits for employee retention purposes. This issue was
related to career enhancement strategies (i.e., employee growth)
and was recommended by Superfund managers during EPA-conducted
managerial interviews. The reference to bonuses pertained to
internal awards mechanisms which would not require Office ot

A Personnel Management (OPM) and OMB involvement. The reference
Seeco‘nmntg to fringe benefits included non-monetary compensation.

\
The GAO report also states that EPA information confirmed

their findings. The Agency believes that statement should be
A re-worded to more accurately reflect the fact that our information
See comment 10. was collected and submitted to GAO before the GAO study began.

\ Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
\ report. 1 hope that this information is helpful to your staff

in preparation of the final report.

John M. Campbell
Acting Assistant Administrator
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GAO Comments

The following are GAO’s comments on the Acting Assistant Administra-
tor’s letter dated September 1, 1987.

1. EPA’s comments on our first two recommendations and our evaluation
of these comments are discussed in chapter 2.

2. EPA’s comments on our third recommendation and our evaluation of
these comments are discussed in chapter 5.

3. This information has been incorporated to the extent appropriate in
chapter 2.

4. Chapter 2 has been updated to reflect the current projected utilization
of FTEs.

5. This information has been incorporated into chapter 3.

6. Chapter 3 discusses this guidance and the status of its implementation
at the time of our field visits. This data has been updated to show that
2b positions are currently in place.

7. This information has been incorporated into chapter 2.

8. This expands on EPA’s comments regarding our recommendation on
Superfund training and this data along with our evaluation is included
in chapter 5.

9. This information has been incorporated into chapters 3 and 4.

10. The Executive Summary and chapter 5 have been revised
accordingly.
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